Chapter 6 — Comments and Responses

Chapter 6 Comments and Responses

In this Chapter:

Comments

Responses

BPA sent the Draft EIS to the public for comments on the Agency
Proposed Action and alternatives. The Draft EIS was distributed to
agencies, groups, individuals and libraries in June 1997. A 45-day
public review period ended on August 5, 1997. Public meetings
with an open house format were held in Driggs, Idaho and Jackson,
Wyoming to review and receive comments on the Draft EIS. The
comment period was extended at the request of some potentially
affected landowners until September 11, 1997. This chapter records
and provides responses to the comments on the Draft EIS. This Final
EIS also provides updated information developed as a result of the
comments received on the Draft EIS.

This chapter contains the written comments from letters and
comment sheets, and oral comments from public meetings. Letters
and comment sheets were recorded in the order they were received.
Separate issues in each letter were given separate codes, for
example, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, etc. for issues in the first letter received.
Comments from the public meetings were recorded similarly and
are listed with code DPM for comments from the public meeting
held in Driggs. Idaho, and JPM for comments from the public
meeting held in Jackson, Wyoming. BPA prepared responses to
individual comments. This chapter contains the coded comments
from the public meetings and letters first, followed by the coded
responses beginning on page 6-59.

Breaks in the numbering system are due to duplicate letters
logged in with separate numbers.
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Comment Letters

DPM-19 we flave no reason to héve this, yet we suffer the impacts.
DPM‘—1 What is differeﬁce between single pole structure and regular structure? DPM-20 - There js an access road on the deyelopmerit prdp’erty K (PGT'AR;IS"})
DPM-2 Are roads going ‘b be in wilderness study area? DPM-21 Will you be improving the access road?
DPM-3 - You would either close the road or have a tower in middle of road if yc;u continue as DPM-22 Will you open the access road for snowmobiling? -
planned in my ’area. DPM-23 Will you get a Forest Service permit?
DPM_4 ngilfgi;i ?n Swan Valley along side of existing Struclufes and north and west of DPM-24 will slmctu;es be similar to what is thete now? )
DPM-5 ‘No problem if you build on the north and west sde. (He has farm land in pastire. (238 + DPM-25 1l 'you build an SVC, will you stll need to build the line?
, 05 k ‘ ‘ DPM-26 What tower type will be at 18/5?
DPM-6 Biggest problem for me is th blocking of road at structure 4/7. D‘PM—27 o e s Gf,eXisﬁng o ;u oy s
DPM-7 Can you avoid potential building site next to slruciur(? 4/47 i ¢ ’DP M2 8 ‘ Can we move existing tower at 18/5 out of view? v
DPM—S, ; lsrtu c(::ktll(])ri:(:nl?uild on other side of ;oad. Second choice: move access road southeast of DPM-29 Can we let roads revegetate to g0 back to two tracks after C,onstructiog,* %
DPM-9 No pi'eference, for wood or steel structures other than possible concern-for fire. DPM:30 Will we use helicopter construction?
DPM-10 Are you expanding the right-of-way (near proposed‘ development)? DPM-31 Tank traps eliminates road from inventory.
DPM—] 1 Why are you expanding? DPM-32 if/ ;rou put it on east side, we have a road there - and we wouldn’t like that - at structure
DPM:12 What'side? D PM—é 3 Other side is ok.
DPMJ 3 Originally helped site this line using Lady Bird Johnson’s guidelines for views of the line. DPM-34 Fast side cuts right through Tois wé have at siractire 474,
D‘PM_1 4 Congem for visual impacts. - . ' DPM-35 We also have a lot of trees from structure 4/4.through structure 4/8.
DPM-15 wil yog cut trees on Forest land? , \ DPM-36 The lots you would affect are future building sites.
DPM-16 Are you running any lines off of this to serve Ll‘qe valley? : ’ DPM.37 Don't disturb property stake at structure 477,
DPM-17 How much compensation ate you getting from Lower Valleyto build this? DPM-38 Most of land is in pasture - no preference on Strucmré type. Wood looks like it wouldn’t
DPM-18 We're tired of getting Jackson’s crap. -take up so much room (smaller footprint). “
DPM-39 ‘What information arc we going to have when the Record of Decision is signed?
o
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IS
DPM-40 If BPA builds routing option C, Forest Service would want BPA to either now or later,
move the existing line parallel to it. Could be a mitigation measure.
DPM-41 When will BPA and Forest Service decide to kick the dir?

® Kk

JPM-1
JPM-2
JPM-3
JPM-4
JPM-5

JPM-6
JPM-7
JPM-8

JPM-9

JPM-10 -

JPM-11
JPM-12
JPM-13
JPM-14

JPM-15

JPM-16

JPM-17

What would happen if the present system went down in the winter?

Why underground? Visually and ewvironmentally it would be worse at Teton Substation.
What year do you plan to-build?

Why would visual and environmental impacts be worse with underground?
Underground would be preferable. ’

Lake Creek T access to realtors and information useful for evaluating property values in

" Jackson Hole. } :

BPA should hire'a ‘human’ environmental specialist, someone who approaches analysis in
a more holistic way when actions affect humans re: noise, visuals, and property values.

At Teton substation, does the landscaping propdsal cover all present and future
development at the substation or does the underground alternative take care of issues?

Where does Forest Service commitment play into our (Lake Creck) needs?
What does the $60,000 for ’landscap’ing at Teton substation go for?

Can all the landscaping projécts at Teton substation be done as one?

This is :; nice group-of people. \

Where does double circuit start and why?.

How do we get you to paint the rest of the Teton Substation?

Can you go underground?

Could you use existing easement 'Lo underground? ‘ i

On mitigation, you probably put in more than we (Teton County) would have required.
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JPM-18

JPM-19
JPM-20
JPM-21
JPM-22
JPM-23k
JPM-24
JPM-25

JPM-26

JPM-27
JPM-28
JPM-29
JPM:30
JPM-31

JPM-32
JPM-33
JPM-34
JPM-35
JPM-36
JPM-37
JPM-38

‘Where would that dead-end structure be? TIn the substation yard or out? Inside fence or

out?

Do you have photo éf that dead-end?

‘Model of Teton Subst;nion before and after? Would like to sce one.
Anything underground would be good.

‘What is cost bf ‘un,dergrounding?

Cost of undergrounding should be assumed by the users.

... not by those who live right there.

© Value is now being taken from those living by the Substation.

The people living by the substation are the ones who will suffer from the noise, views, elc.

of the substation. Therefore, consider the cost of burying line and it should be shared by
all those who created the need and the eventual users.

The costs may be higher to those users - as it should be.

~ Would like more time to review Draft EIS.

Wanted Appendixes.
Did get ifnprcssion that undergrounding is feasible. Would definitely support that option.

Reahze a state- of-the- -art substation would lnok quite different than Teton Substation
does

How far will the uhderground 80?7

Is someone working on building a more attractive substation?

What do they do in a high population substation?

Could BPA move the Teton Substation?

Becauée you're Federal, does that mean no one can question what you do?

Who can citizens appeal to?

- If all growth in Valley is causing this need, why do they not contribute to this?

JPM-39

JPM-40

JPM-41

JPM-42
JPM-43
JPM-44

JPM-45

JPM-46 -

JPM-47

JPM-48

JPM-49 -

JPM-50

JPM-51
JPM 52
JPM-533
JPM-54

JPM-55

JPM-56
JPM-57

JPM-58

Is anyone else supplyin‘g power right now?
Have you looked at upgrading Palisades instead?

My point xs people don’ thave any other place (utlhly) to go for power. There seems no
other way (0 go.

‘Where will you put the double structure?

" Where will the new lines come in from at the Teton Substation?

Have you looked at different color lines?

Draft EIS is misleading on the $60, 000 mitigation - wheher itis for pabt mitigation or
future.

Can the public have a say in where the structures go?

Do double-circuit structures stay within the existing righteof—way'?
We need this.

Thanks fqr ihc meeting.

Have you picked a color? Neutral gray; a lot of gray in-aspens. (Own property north of
the line as line heads into Teton Substation.)

Groundwater is lowest across landowners property in fall (September - October).
Prefers single-pole structure.

Have you addressed landscaping at Teton Substation?

What are noise levels at Teton Substation?

How will noise levels change, specifically at our homes and property line (each home)
with comparisons among alternatives?

Explain the cost of $250,000.

What is overhead cost difference of over-grounding and under- groundmg at Teton
Subslatlon’7

What is the reference to the law that prevents BPA from going through local process?
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3 am—y . :
\ "
DIVISION DIRECTOR -
JPM-59 Asked what-dead-end tower would look like if line goes underground at Teton Substation. Xaryl Denison' Robb. Ph. D. V V Q G
JPM-60 . Would like the underground pari of all the line alternatives. . ' g
: DIVISION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES
JPM-61 Undergrounding seems like fair mitigation for people who live near Teton Substation, State Historic Preservation Office
B 6101 Yellowstone Road RECEIVI :
S i Cheyenne, WY 82002 PECEIVED BY 8PA

JPM-62 Things are done differently here because we arc a gateway to the parks, For example, i : ‘ nggc "}‘_VB%EMENT

a landfill could not be located here; we use a transfer station and send garbage to another (307) 777-7697 5 N — VAL- 0z ool

county. Same with gravel processing. FAX (307) 777-6421 RECEIPT DATE:

: . . . 09 vy

JPM-63 The owners of lots around Teton Substation bought and built homes next to existing

substation; now they want rate payers to pay for measures above and beyond normal
mitigation measures to further increase their land values. (Long time resident).

June 18,. 1997

Mr. Mike Johns

Project Manager

Bonneville Power Adminzltratxon
"P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR  97208-3621

RE: Bonneville Power Administration/Lower Valley Transmission Project; SHPO
#0697RLCO61

Dear Mr. Johns:

Richard Currit of our staff has received information concerning the
aforementloned project. Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment.

Management of cultural resources on transmission projects is conducted in
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and
Advisory Council regulations 36 CFR Part 800. These regulations call for
survey, evaluation and protection of significant historic and archeological
sites prior to any disturbance. ' Provided the Bonneville Power Administration
(BPR) follows the procedures established in the regulations, we have no
objections to the project. Specific comments on the project's effect on
‘cultural resource sites will be provided to the BPA when we review the
cultural resource documentation called for in 36 CFR Part 800.

Please refer to SHPO project control number #0697RLC061 on any future

corr denze dealing with this projest. £ you have any queestions centact
Richard Currit at 307-777-5497 or Judy Wol:, Deputy SHPO, at 307-777-6311.

{4

e
ate Historic Préservation Officer

Sinqerely,

 JTK:RLC:3jh

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Gene Bryan, Director

THE STATE OF WYOMING
Jim Geringer, Governor
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2-1

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
215 NORTH 17TH STREET
OMAHA, NEBRASKA 68102-4978 RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT .
Rremion oF : July 7, 1997 LOGH:  (JRUAL- O2- 002

Wyoming Regulatory Office RECEIPT DATE: o35
2232 Dell Range Blvd., Suite 210 3

Cheyenne, Wyomlng 82009

Mr. Mike Johns

Bonneville Power Administration
Public Involvement Office-ACS
P.0. Box 12999

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Johns:

This is . in response to your agency’s June 2, 1997
correspondence, received: June . 16, 1997, requesting
comments on the Draft BPA/Lower Valley Transmission
Project Environmental Impact Statement. Thank you for
the opportunity to comment.

A review of the document indicates that dlscharges of
dredge and/or £ill materlal into waters of the U.S. will
occur in. the State of Wyoming associated with the
project’s inplementation. Therefore, authorization is
required in accordance with the provisions of Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (Act). It appears, based on
National Wetland Inventory ~data contained in ‘' the
document, that crossing Fish Creek and Lake Creeks will
require authorization. Additionally, access road
upgra'des and construction may have impacts as well. It
is strongly encouraged that the project alignment for the
power line as well as access roads be field surveyed for
the presence of wetlands to ensure full compliance with
the  Act. Once all' impacts to waters of the U.S.
(including wetlands) are fully identified, authorization
should be sought from this office for impacts in Wyoming.

If you have any questlons concerning this matter,
please contact Chandler Peter at (307) 772-2300. Your
file number is 199640188.

Sincerely,

L’(/L /,?C{"&/L o Cﬂ /W ('(QLA’K,,

Matthew A. Bilodeau
Program Manager
Wyoming Regulatory Office

3-1

3-2

3-3

GARY W. GRANDY
P. 0. Box 1111
Petersburg, Alaska 99833“ LY

june 28,1997

RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
LOGH  LwR VAL-02-003

: T RECEIPT DATE:
Nancy -Whitpen

L 1997
Bonneville Power- Administration Masi ;

Public Involve ment Office - ACS
P. 0. Box 12999
Portland; Oregon 97208

Dear 'Ms. Whitpen:

This letter is a follow-up to the telephone conversation I-had with you
yesterday. This documents my concerns regarding the Draft EIS for. the
BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project. I have also-discussed these matiers
this past week with Mike Johns, Project Manager, and Dusty Glans, of your
Idaho Falls office.

Qur concern is regardmg page 2-13 of your EIS. The second paragraph
under the heading of "2.3 Short Line Alternative” refers to a new
switching station which would be located north of the present Targhee Tap

—and would require 3-5 acres of agricultural tand. This description indicates
that the switching station would be located on our propérty directly behind
our house and barn and would create a deep intrusion into a significant
portion of ‘our 148 acre ranch. ‘Our property would either still surround the
switching station or be on three sides of it. In addition there would be a 60

- foot right of way with a 20 foot rock road across another part of our acreage in
L order to access the switching station. All of this really chops up our property.

— We certainly understand that this''Short Line Alternative" is not the
preferred route for the power line expansion. However, we do know that
sometimes things happen. Therefore, we oppose and will vehemently work to
see that this alternative is not used, unless we can get a change to the location
of the. switching station. To locate the switching station on our property is an
intolerable situation and we request that it be located on the alternative site

L which we earlier recommended and which we' again propose.

— We will oppose -the switching station being on our property because of
our concerns regarding that ‘much unsightly electrical equipment being
locdated near our home and barn. Quaken aspen trees would not fully hide this
equipment and especially during months without leaves. Pine trees do a much

- better job of hiding equipment.
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3-4

3-5

3-6

3-7

3-8

We are also extremely concerned about the amount of electrical field that
much equipment creates and the detrimental affect it could have on humans
(us) and our animals. Do you or does anyone really have all of the facts about
tiving around electrical equipment of a major power line and switch yard?

Ne}{t, as was told to you on the Lelephone, we do not intend to sell our -
property. However, and as you probably know, the title to the land is in a trust

for our four married children. They likewise do not intend to create a

subdivision with it. However; we cannot predict the future and whether it
would be sold as an entire acreage or in chunks at some future date needs to be
considered. : .

Four years ago, we had a serious offer, which we did not accept, for any
20 acres of our land. The party was willing to pay $10,000 per acre for a total
price of $200,000. This offer plus our knowledge of real estate values for the
Teton Valley area indicates that the entire acreage is easily worth $1,500,000.
We believe it is worth much moré than that but for discussion purposes we will
use this low figure. Qur concern is regarding the property devaluation that
will be created because you locate an unsightly switching station.in the middle
of our land resulting in people not wanting to locate near that equipment. We
gglsuahze that our $t, 500 000 property could easﬂy devalue to 31000 000 or

500,000

My wife's grandfather was an early settler on Flat Creek in Jackson
Hole, Wyoming. In 1927, he was forced to sell his 320 acre ranch for $7,000.
That property is now a part of the National Elk Refuge. Do you realize what -
that acreage would be worth today if the family had been able to retain it?
Millions! - The point is that we learn from the past and wul take a firm stand to
see that history does not repeat itself.

The original line and access easements {Smith Canyon) were bought by
Bonneville Power for nominal amounts. One of the heartaches we had at that
time was that the valuations were based on farm ground market prices, which
were low at that time. We would expect best usage vaiues to be used which
would place the property. in potential subdivision/recreaiional or large land
tract next to a National Forest prices. This means that five acres alone could be
worth $100,000. This experise pius the "entrance road” easement value and
property damages need to be considered in your "Short Line Alternative”
calculations.

‘When the original Targhee Tap of the present line was pléced on the

- hill on Forest Service property southwest of our house it was done because of

our concerns at that time which were similar to the ones we have again
expressed.  Bonneville Power was cordial and cooperative in listening to our
concerns and accommodated our wishes and placed the Targhee Tap where it is
mostly hidden from view by the trees. We respectfully request and hope that
you will likewise appropriately address and handle our present concerns.

In the original request for comments in May, 1996, we stated,."Also,
place the new switching station West of the present Targhee Tap, where it
would be hicden behind the trees on‘a flat area rather than anywhere near
our house or property.” We also said, "Thé new switching station should be
West of Vicier near the present station.” We are not sure why these
recommenations were not more carefully explored.

3-9.

As 1 stated on the telephone, we have owned this property since 1965 and
we do understand the topography of the land around the Targhee Tap. There
really is sufficient government, Forest Service, land directly west of the
Targhee Tap which could be cleared and easily leveled to locate a switching
station and it would be hidden from the public and off private property. We
recommend that this site be used should the "Short Lme Alternative” become a
reality.

In closing, I thank you for listening to me on the telephone and in

‘reviewing our concerns and recommendations of this letter. As you can tell,

“out private:property: environment is extremely important to us. Therefore “WE -
ask that the revised EIS address these concerns; and, we solicit your
cooperation to move the switching yard to the alternate site west of the
Targhee Tap.

Sincerely,

'fsd"a;d o

Gary W. Grandy
for Triangle G Trust
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4-2

.{ RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
LOG#: LW RVAL-U2- 004

RECEIPT DATE:

12 July, 1997

Chi Melville
Route 1 Box 3736
Alta, WY 83422

W24 8y

BPA
Public Involvement Office - ACS
PO Box 12999

Portland, OR 97208

Dear Sir/ Madame:

As aresident of Teton County Wyoming, I am writing to express my concerns about BPA’s
Lower Valley Transmission Project from Swan Valley, Idaho to Jackson, Wyoming.

I believe the Draft EIS to be fundamentally flawed and cannot support any of the altematwes
offered.

First, there is one glaring omission from the study, namely conservation. Nowhere in the
summary that [ read was any mention of reducing the need for the powerline. There are many
conservation measures that could be implemented to reduce electricity needs.

Jackson is well known for it’s 10,000+ square foot vacation homes that only get used fora few
weeks a year, and I suspect that these types of houses are having a significant impact on the
area’s electricity demands as they have to remain heated through Jackson’s long cold winters,

Several solutions could be offered to reduce electricity consumption. One would be to alter the
rate structure to encotirage alternate heating sources such as natural gas, oil and solar. ‘What has
happened to BPA’s conservation program that lead to dramatic decreases in the demand for
electricity in the past? I would hope that this would remain the first alternative when studying
expansion projects like this one? .

Secondly, there was no alternative listed for upgrading one of the existing sets of towers to carry
more lines, rather than cutting a new swath along the corridor.

Third, does the dam on Jackson Lake provide any hydropower?. If so,.could it be upgraded for
improved efficiency? If there is no hydropower, then it’s a résource that should be looked at.

1 find the proposed alternative of cutting a wider swath to install a second power line totally
unacceptable.

Sincerely,

e akalle

Chi Melville

B o N N E. Vv 1 L L E P O w E R A D M 1 N 1 S T R A T 1 o
. .. | RECEWED BY BPA B
BPA/Lower Valley Transmission OLVEMENT a5l

LOGH: "z WRUAL -0 L- g6

“I'd Like to Tell Youlresemon=

UL 24 Wy

Of the choices offered in ghe Draft EIS, I'prefer:

2. . Of the choices offered. | do not like:

3. . -You can improve the choices by:

4. lthink the analysis would be better if you:

5. ldidnt understand:

|
6. !'have these other comments: SEE _OM_OTHER_.SIDE

Continue on back if you need more room.

Your comments will be addressed in the Final EIS, scheduled for January. 1998
[] Please put rry msifing lict (Vau are alreardy an tha mail. l|5t if you received this in the mall)
Name_ | THREE RIVERS CONSTRUCTION, INC.

Address ____

P.O. Box 258
Alpme. Wyoming 83128
S 1997 to:

Bonneville Power Admmxstra.tlon
. Public Involvement Office - CKP
P.O. Box 12999
Portland, OR 97212
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We would like to know why the lines (new) dre not going to be built from the
Palisade Switchyard to Alpine and then branched so that lines could be upgraded
both to Star Valley and To Jackson Substation. It would seem that the growth
from both of these areas would already be' there instead of lines going to
where there would be less demand immediately. This is a tremendous investment
and I would think that the areas generating the demand and the payment for such
costs should be first served. Existing easements could be used.

T would like to-see the costs of this alternative before ‘I would come aboard
approving this particular venture. . :

~

Dorothy Reirfhart *

BPAV\/ LOWER VALLEY TRANSMISSION PROJECT LOCATION MAP

i TARGHEE

MONTANA

Map Location

CWYOMING

[
%UBSTATION

{ JACKSONSUBSTATION

ce: BPA Regional GIS Database, Lower
y Power and Light.

N A Faciity
“‘« SVC Alternative .
KLOvETERS @ Suitching Station Location
o2 :AILEg il e LVEL Transmission Line
-z:r—s:;_m ‘™ Agency Propased Action and

Single-Circuit Line Alternative

Short Line Alternative

County Boundary n
State Boundary
Highway

Double-Circuit Structures *
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RECEIVED BY BPA'
PHELPS H. SWIFT, JR. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

P.O.Box 715

LOGH: /L“,QVAL'OI/’ 006

Wilson, Wyoming 83014 | RECEIPTDATE: 0 o'y g
(307) 733-8036

July 28, 1997

Bonneville Power Administration
Public Involvement Office - CKP
“PO Box 12999

Portland, OR .97212

Re: New Power Line to Teton Substation
To Whom It May Concern

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on your proposed project. We -
have written several letters in the last year as owners in the Raintree
Subdivision located adjacent to your right-of-way  west of the Teton
Substation.

— We would urge you to consider all efforts to mitigate the impact on our
property. In particular, we urge you to consider burying as much-of the line
underground as possible; locating poles in -places which-will reduce the visual
impact on our property; using non-reflective and natural color$ on both the
poles and the lines and doing a minimum amount of damage to the right-of-
= way land surface, I know you have agreed to plant trees near the substation.
If you could provide a landscaping allowance for each of the homeowners, or
6-2 plant trees to screen each pole, it would show a great deal of good faith and
sensitivity to our concerns. ‘Thanks for your consideration. T look forward to
L your response.

6-1

ruly yours,

Phelp. H Sw1ft Jr.

PHS/mem

7-1

72

| RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

LOGH / (yRVAL-QG2- 007

RECEIPT DATE:

A6 01 18w

Bonneville e o 2

Joint School District 93

' 3497 N. Ammon Rd. ' Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401 « -(208) 525-4400 - FAX (208) 529-0104

July 28, 1997

Bonneville Power Administration
Public Affairs Office - AC

P. 0. Box 12999

Portland, OR. 97212

Re: Lower Valley Transmission Project
Gentlemen:

Bonneville Joint School District No. 93 owns'a lodge .and cabin near
Pine Creek. We use the lodge and area for instruction of students
in the School District, and lease it to family groups for leisure
activities:

We object to-a power line being built in the area. It alters the

view and would have a negative impact on the overall beauty of the -
area. We,are trying to teach the students to respect the environment. -
It will be difficult to explain why our environment needs to be dis—
turbed to transmit power outside our State.

I don't .think the line should be built in this particular canyon at

all. However, if it must be built, it should be located so that it

cannot be seen from the Pine Basin lodge where our programs are con-
- ducted. :

Bonneville Joint School District No. 93 was mot invited to the recent
open house held to -discuss the project. -

L0

Thomas V. Campbell, Ed.D.
. Superintendent of Schools

Sincerely,

TVC:ms

cc: - Rick Knori, Project Manager

T1-9
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8-1

8-2

8-3

8-5

RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT.

LOGH: [(RVAL-02- 00Y¥ |

Snake River Associates ‘ 1 REGEIPT DATE:
4445 Moose Wilson Road f ME 01 Wy
Wilson, Wyoming ~83014

(307) 733-3989
‘ Fax (307) 733-5019
July 14, 1997.

Mike Johns, Project Manager
Bonneville Power Administration
Public Affairs Office - AC

P.0. Box 12999

Portland, OR 97212

Re: BPA/LVPL Transmission Project
Dear Mr. Johns,

Bonneville Power' Administration's transmission line and easement cross
Snake River Associates' property for the last mile before entering the Teton
Substation. In addition to owning the fee land under your transmission line,
Snake River Associates also owns substantial land to the north of the line.
Below are our comments and suggestions on your draft EIS on the
BPA/LVP&L transmission project. T

We strongly support the alternative of placing the transmission lines across

~ our property on single, double-loaded steel poles, similar to those used by

Lower Valley Power and Light along the Moose Wilson Road., As you point
out, if these poles are used, BPA will not need to purchase additional power
line right-of-way from us.

We oppose the alternative for undergrounding the line where it enters the
substation. The structure necessary to go from an overhead line to an
‘underground one would have significant negative visual and other impacts.
We believe that placing such-a structure on the edge of our property near the
substation would do more visual harm than good. (If the line were placed
underground from the Fish Creek Road east, that might be a worthwhile
alternative.)

I understand that the steel poles can be placed farther apart than the existing
wooden ones. Since the poles are the most obtrusive part of the line, we
strongly support minimizing the number of poles where the line crosses our
property. We realize that this will shift the location. of the poles. .

We prefer that the color of the steel poles be a dull, neutral gray in order to
blend with the aspens and pines in the vicinity. ' However, we would be
willing to consider whatever other colors that your consultants might
propose.

Mr. Mike Johns
July 14,1997
Page 2

— Due to increasing problems with trespass, we request that BPA install a steel
gate with steel braces that can be locked at the boundary between its substatlon
L property and the easement across our property.

— The most appropriate time for construction of this section of the line would
be in the fall of the year after September 10. At this time of year, our
irrigation is shut off and construction would do less damage to the fields and
wetlands, and would be substantially less expensive. Iwould be glad to meet
with you when convenient to discuss other issues relating to construction

.. —— access.

visual simulations particularly helpful in evaluating the different
alternatives.

|: Thank- you for preparing such a thorough and clear draft EIS. I'found the

Sincerely, ‘

/&)

William B. ‘Resor, general and managing partner
- Snake River Associates -
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: o) PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
@o\Y\XD % LOG#: LRV AL- 02~ 009

RECEIPT DATE:
AUG O 1 0

Pennington, Jean - ACS

From: Wittpenn, Nancy A. - ECN

To: " Pennington, Jean'- ACS "

Cc: * Krugel, Linda J. - ECN

Subject: FW: Increase cost for burying lines ;
Date: ' Monday, August 04, 1997 9:43AM .

Jean, please log.in as a public comment on the BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project. Thank you.

. From: Barbara Gray

To: Nancy. Wittpenn

- Subject: Increase cost for burying lines

10-1 [

Date: Friday, August 01, 1997 2:14PM

| have been involved in planning issues in Jackson's Hole for many years.
There are many times that people favor "preservation” of scenery and
wildlife when it Is not going to cost them, personally, anything. 1 think

this controversy regarding power lines is a perfect opportunity to give the
public a chance to vote when it will effect their pocket-books.

1, for one, would be totally happy to pay $5 or $10 more per year for our
power if we could have more lines buried and visually screen sub-stations
and equipmient. It would be great to know that the fee increase is going to
something--not just a fee increase!’

| would urge you to proceed with a mailing where people can vote. Make the
choices clear and easy-and l'li bet you'lt be surprised at the outcome.

RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
LOG# [ WRVAL-02- 010

RECEIPT DATE:
05 1wy

€19
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Greater Yellowstone-Coalition

August 4, 1997

RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
LOGH; '—(Uie\) AL-d1-¢ "

RECEIPT DATE:

MG 18 gy

Bonneville Power Administration
Public Involvement Office - ACS
P.O.Box, 12999

Portland, OR 97208

Attn: Mike Johns

Subject: ECN (Lower Valley Transmission Project)-
Dear Mr Johns: .

The following are the Greater Yellowstone Coalition’s (GYC) comments on the Lower Valley
Transmission project. GYC is a regional non-profit conservation organization based in Bozeman,
MT, with field offices in Cody and Dubois; WY and Idaho Falls, ID.. We have a membership of
appmximately 7,500 individuals, 125 member organizations and 100 business/corporate sponsors.
GYC’s mission is to preserve and protect the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and’the unique
quality. of life it sustains.

Swans
—— One of our Idaho Board members is Ruth Shea and president of the Trumpeter Swan Society.
The following comment has to do with the vulnerability of swans to power line collisions based on
a copy of a letter from the Trumpeter Swan Society which T received earlier this summer. GY.C
believes that the document should be strengthened by committing to the proposed mitigations
-rather than stating mitigation could or should be accomplished.” An independent expert should be
consulted as discussed on page 4-60, and their recommendations should be implemented. Burying
the power lines for the short distances where significant valley bottoms are crossed (T2N, R44E
L— 86 and T3N, R46E $30) would reduce avian colhslons at the hlghest~nsk locations.

Big Game Winter Range

— All construction and other dxsturbance—causmg activities should be prohibited between December
15 and April 15 in delineated crucial deer/elk winter range to avoid stressing those species at an_
extremely vulnerable time. - This would comply with the management goals of the Targhee Forest
Plan Revision. The Targhee National Forest and Idaho Departmient of Fish and Game should be
consulted in order for BPA to determine which areas in the power line corridor should have these
timing restrictions.
GYC also recommends that all roads construct for the project be obliterated after project
completion: If those roads are needed for maintenance access, then closures should be effective

Main Office — P.O. Box 1874, Bczernan, MT 59715 « (406) 586-1593 * Fax (406)-586-0851 ¢ E-mail: gyc@desktop.org
Idaho Office — 1740 E. 17th St., Suite F, Idaho Falls, ID 83404 * (208)522-7927 * Fax(208) 522-1048
quming Office — 1266 Sheridan Ave., Cody, WY 82414 « (307) 527-7706 + Fax (307) 527-5487

11-2

cont.

- and BPA should set up'a road closure enforcement plan with the TNF. Furthermore access and
maintenance activities should be precluded during the fall big game hunts, beginning August 30.
According to IDFG Routing Option “B™ would cause the least potential impact to big game, due

—to minimizing new road construction. 'We believg that should be-the option selected.

— MMMM

For construction standards, consider all perenmal and intermittent streams to have ﬁsh present at
least a portion of the year, unless site-specific research indicates otherwise. Maintaining fish
passage is required under Idaho Code, therefore the discussion on the potential impacts of
blocking or impeding fish passage (page 4-63) should be replaced with a dlscussxon of how BPA
— will prevent blocking or 1mpedmg fish passage

T

Smcerely,

Marv Hoyt ]
Idaho Field Representative

sasuodsay pue sjuswiwo) — g Jardeyd
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\El ) Public: Involvment Office “Aug. 5, 1997
Bonneville Power Administration i
VB PO Box 12999
R © § Portland, OR, 97212
iv] - . K : .

3 g I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, DOS/EIS -0267,
L covering the proposed new BPA/ Lower Valley Transmission Project. I am a
§‘§ >F condominium owner in the Jackson Hole Racquet Club and my-condo is located
oWy i against the northern fence of the Racquet Club alongside the existing-20W of

;§ 3§ your -transmission line into the Teton Substation and thus also the new
Iz E transmission line which you propose to locate just north of the existing line.
20 e ;

i3 &18 - Your EIS considers the visual impact as high (Section 4.2.1) where the new
29|y line would pass our condominiums in the Racquet Club. Section 4.2.2.2 ‘

(Recommended Mitigation) indicates no mitigation at all for Visual Assessment
Area 7 that would in any way deal with this problem: The fact is that the new
wires will be in place right in our foreground direct line of vision of the
mountains. Nothing that you propose will do anything to avoid that, nor even
“— minimize the problem to any significant degree.

=
N
L

r— I strongly object to your proposal and I believe every other condo and Lake
Creek owner above does also. I paid a premium for this ‘condo for its location
12-2 . with an unobstructed view. The existing wires are well above our line of vision
to the mountains. The new line would not be; it will be right in our line of
vision. Your proposed action will significantly diminish the value of my condo
L as well as all the others above. sy

r— There are at least 2 altérnatives you apparently. have not considered to deal
with this local problem. ’ ’

1. After the line has come down into the fiat from the Phillips Ridge, run the
line essentially north for about 1 mile, then cross the sage brush flat directly
€ast to a point north of the Teton substation, then run the line south to that
12-3 substation. Such a routing mitigates the visual problem for all of these above
owners. Since the existing line goes across grazing lands, I doubt that this
alternative creates any problems for the ranch. :

2. Run the line underground from a point just west of the Fish Creek ‘crossing
uriderground to the Teton Substation. The Fish Creek crossing ‘can be drilled,
-~ not excavated, thus not disturbing the creek itself. Further, I can live with a
“— season of construction work, as the impact is only temporary. :

Again, T wish to state my strong objections to your proposal for this small part
l: of the system. I'would like to receive your specific response to these comments
and suggestions. v

Yours very truly, . ! \/\ LJ»
John H. Lyle E

12-4

. i/ J H. Lyle
¢c, Rick Anderson, US Forest Service Planner J“gf;’”RH"'e Racqust Clus
Nancy Wittpen, BPA Environmental Project Lead ¢ " Route Box 3647

Jackson, WY 83001

RECEIVED BY BPA

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

LOGH [ LRVAL-G2- 613
RECEIPT DATE: ‘

MG 18 1n3

. STATE OF WYOMING
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
) STATE CAPITOL BUILDING
J‘M 'G‘ERINGER’ . CHEYENNE. WY 82002
GOVERNOR . AUgUSt 5, 1997

Michael C. Johns, Project Manager
Bonneville Power Administration
Public Involvement Office

P.0. Box 12999

Portland, OR 97212

Re: Lower Valley Transmission Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Johns:

On behalf-of the State of Wyoming, please be advised that we have reviewed
the referenced document. We continue to support sensible development including the
infrastructure similar to the Lower Valley Transmission Project which will support
these projects. | urge that you be sensitive to the attached comments fro.mrthe. Game
and Fish ‘Department and the Public Service Commission and that this project be
developed in'a manner consistent with those recommendations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

M, q}é/‘/—/ .
Paul R. Kruse

Assistant Director
Office of Federal Land Policy

PRK:jh
Enclosures

GT1-9
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WYOMING
GAME AND F[SH DEPARTMENT

July 8, 1997

WER 8306

Bonneville Power Administration

Lower Valley Transmission Project

Draft Environmental Impact Statement R
DOE/EIS-0267

SIN: 96-043

Teton County

WYOMING STATE CLEARINGHQUSE

- OFFICE OF FEDERAL LAND POLICY

ATTN: JULIE HAMILTON
HERSCHLER BUILDING, 3W
CHEYENNE, WY 82002

Dear Ms. Hamilton:

The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Bonneville Power Administration/Lower Valley
Transmission Project. 'We have no additional comments beyond those provided in our
May 24, 1996 letter to the Clearinghouse for the Notice of Intent t6 Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement,

Thank you for the oppothy to comment.

Sincerely,
BILL WICHERS
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
BW:TC:as
cc: USFWS

Headquarters: 400 Bishop Boutevard, Cheyenne, WY 820060001
FAX (307) 777.4610

WYOMING i
GAME AND FiSH DEPARTMENT

May 24, 1996

WER 8306

Department of Energy

Bonnevitle Power Admiristration

Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS

Lower Valley Power and Light
Transmission System Runforcement Project
SIN: 96-043

Teton County

WYOMING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
OFFICE OF FEDERAL LAND POLICY
ATTN: JULIE HAMILTON
HERSCHLER BUILDING., 3W
CHEYENNE, WY 82002

Dear Ms. Hamilton:

The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has reviewed the notice of
intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Lower Valley Power and
Light Transmission System Reinforcement Project.  We offer the following comments.

1. Impacts to Terrestrial Wildlife: 'We do not anticipate any significant adverse impacts
to terrestrial wildlife from this project if the existing power line corridor is followed.
Expanding existing substations should not result in the loss of any significant crucial
winter range. However; we do recommend construction of the powerline from the Idaho
state line to Mail Cabin Creek be completed prior to November 15 or after April 30 to
protect big game animals on winter range from disturbance and displacement from
construction activity.

2. Bald Eagles. The proposed transmission line should be designed to minimize avian
electrocution. The new line should be marked with balls and/or sleeves at all known bald
eagle foraging habitats to prevent powerline strikes.

3. Trumpeter Swans. Since 1991, 54 dead trumpeter swans have been found in the .
Jackson area. Powerline and fenceline collisions were the direct cause of death in over
one third of all swan carcasses recovered. Placement of sleeves and/or balls on
transmission lines which cross trumpeter swan flight corridors would greatly reduce
moralities due to powerline strikes.

Headquarter: 3400 shop Goulevard, Cheyenne, WY 82006-0001
X (307) 777.3610

sasuodsay pue sjuswiwo) — g Jardeyd
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+ Julie Hamilton
May 28, 1996 .
Page #2 - WER8306

4. Accipiters, Buteos, Harriers, and Owls. . The proposed-additional 75 feet right-of-way
width should be surveyed during late May or June to identify all raptor nest site locations.
13-4 Timing constraints. should be considered for the construction phase of the project if

. nest(s) are located.

Thank you for the opportunity té comment.

Sin ereV

JOHN BAUGHMAN

DIRECTOR
JB:TC:vb . :
ce: Wildlife, Fish Divisions
USFWS

: : . JIM GERINGER
OF WYOMING ‘ ’ : GOVERNOR

700 W. 21ST STREET {307) 7777427 CHEYENNE, WYOMING 82002
. . . FAX (307) 777-5700
Y (307} 777-7427

STEPHEN G. OXLEY
ADMINISTRATOR

ALEX J. ELIOPULOS
CHIEF COUNSEL AND
COMMISSION SECRETARY

STEVE ELLENBECKER
‘CHAIRMAN

DOUG DOUGHTY
DEPUTY CHAIRMAN

KRISTIN M. LEE
COMMISSIONER

MEMORANDUM

TO:"  ° MS JULIE L. HAMILTON
POLICY ANALYST
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE

FROM:  JONF. JACQUOT .
~ ENGINEERING SUPERVISOR
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DATE: = JUNE 10, 1996

RE: 'LOWER VALLEY POWER AND LIGHT TRANSMISSION SYSTEM
REINFORCEMENT PROJECT OF THE BONNEVILLE POWER
ADMINISTRATION, STATE IDENTIFIER NO. 96-043

: This is in response to a request by the Governor's Office that the Public
13-5 - Service Commission comment on the referenced matter. The Commission requests
that no unreasonable restrictions'be placed on the provision of utility service or on the
L— construction of utility and pipeline facilities as a result of the referenced project.

— Where construction is undertaken, the Forest Service or those managing the
construction should contact and coordinate with the utilities serving and otherwise
present in the area to prevent contact with and damage to utility facilities. 1f it becomes
13-6 necessary for utility facilities to be modified or relocated, the cost of modifying or
relocating any utility - facilities:to accommodate construction, should be borne by the
Forest Service or those benefiting from the construction. If these costs are not borne
by the Forest Service or those benefiting from the construction; those costs would-fall
unfairly on the rate payers of the affected utility. ' .

LT-9
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13-7

The Public Service Commission su is proj lectri
| 1 pports this project.  The electrical utili
load of Lower Valley Power and Light continues to grow and additional transmissic%

into the utilities: servi i i iti
ivduindeyl ce are must be mcreased‘to enable to serve the additional load-

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please lef me know.

FROM =

Caop

Cody 307-527-9444
Jacksen : 307-739-9507-

0.C

14-1

- PHONE NO. : - i May. 211996, 11:42aM P2
OFFICES: i . R ) MICHAEL ENZ!
307-682-6268 MING
307-772-2477 COMMITTEES:

o Mpited States Senate

9 . Smalt Business
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-5004 -

202-224-3824°

August 6, 1997

" Banking. Housing. and Urban Affsirs
Labor 3nd Human Resavrces

Special Committes on Aging

.| RECEIVED 3Y BPA
1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Mike Johns ‘ LoGk [ (WRYAL- 02~ 64

Project Manager RECEIPT DATE:

Department of Energy . : AE 18 1

" Bonneville Power Administration -
P.0. Box 3621
Portland, Oregon 97208-3621

Dear Mr. Johns:

— After assessing the sitnation, I believe that there is sufficient reason to request a thirfy-day
extension of the public comment period on the Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
BPA Lower Valley Transmission Project. This project stands to have a large impact on the
communities of Wyoming. It is in cveryone’s interest that our citizenry propériy’assimilate the
400 page Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). T believe the statutory minimum time is
insufficient for the layperson to do so, especiaily in light of the fact that much of that time was
consurmed in assessing an EIS summary which many ultimately concluded t6 be inadequate to
the task of evaluation.

Our proximity to national park lands and wetlands makes it vital that our officials have enough
time to properly review the EIS and comment on the impact of this extensive project. It would
be a great benefit for us to have thirty additional days to review the'material;. Thank you for your
L attention to my request. 1look forward to hearing from you, )

Sincerely,

L
Michael B. Enzi
United States Senator

sasuodsay pue sjuswiwo) — g Jardeyd
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- 9Hnited States Scnate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-5003

RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
ok WRYAL- 02~ 05

RECEIFT DATE:

"August 1, 1997

Mike Johns
Project Manager .
United States Department of Energy

MG 18 B9

. Bonreville Power Administration

Post: Cffice Box 3621
portland, Oregon 97208-3621

Good morning Mike. ..

I'm writing on behalf of many of my constituents, who reside in
the Lake Creek II Acres housing area in Jackson, Wyoming. They
have requested an extension of thirty {30) days for comments on
the draft Environmental Impact. Statement fexr the additional- powex
line to Jackson. ) '

I'm aware that a member of my staff spoke with you &bdut this
request. It’s my understanding you have allowed an additional
two (2) weeks extension. I would appreciate your reconsideration
of their original request for the full thirty-day (30) extension.

Enclosed is a copy of the Lake Creek Acres II Homeowner's

 Association’s comments. Pleasé consider this request carefully

and let me know what options are available to these folks and how <
you intend to address. their concerns.

Thank you for your assistance in.this matter. A reply to me at
325 West Main, Suite F, Riverton, Wyoming 82501, will beé :

appreciated. L
) :E?;rd;§{4«rycd/b///
. 3z
Craig. omas - :
United States Senator YRR
Wiy Fyrnq ) SR
A
CT:cl

5$WED£%§§%
{STRATCR'
s h 970597 |

"RECEIPY DATE:

§-597

I
AL

" Enclosure

Response Due: ARC
cc: A-2, TN

16-1 [

RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Loa#: Lk v paL— o2~ 06

RECEIPT DATE:
©ME 18 BW

DAT

MIKE JOHNS, 'PROJECT MANAGER

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

BONNEVILLE. POWER ADMINISTRATION

PO BOX 3621 '

PORTLAND, OR 97208-3621 S . .

v

RE: ECN BPA/LOWER VALLEY. TRANSMISSION PROJECT DOE/EIS 0267

T REQUIRE-ACD I T IONAL—TIME—PO—RECEIYE-THEDELD AND—PREPARE MY~ .

I UNDERSTAND THAT LAKE CREEK ACRES II HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION,
MY CONSTITUENT, HAS FORMALLY REQUESTED A TIME EXTENSION FOR
THEIR COMMENT AND RELATED COMMENTS. PLEASE EXTEND THIS '
ADDITIONAL ‘30 DAYS FOR COMMENT TO ME ALSO.

THANK YOU.

NAME_

ADDRESS, —BOX-3400—
JACKSON, WY 83001

6T-9
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1741

RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

LOG#: [ WR VAL~ 62~ 0/(7

RECEIPT DATE:

United States Forest Targhee "P.0. Box 208

Department of Service National St. Anthony, -ID 83445
Agriculture t Forest T

MG 18 BY

oare A 7,197

MIKE JOHNS, PROJECT MANAGER

 DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ~

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION
PO BOX 3621 ’
PORTLAND, OR 97208-3621

RE: 'ECN - BPA/LOWER VALLEY TRANSMISSION. PROJECT DOE/EIS 0267 -

I WISH TO SUBMIT A PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAIT EXIO ON THC ADBOVC
PROJECT. PLEASE SEND ME A COPY OF THE DEIS AND APPENDICES.

T REGUIRE ADDITIONAL TIME TO RECEIVE THE DEIS AND PREPARE MY
COMMENT . : . RN

. T UNDERSTAND THAT LAKE CREEK ACRES II HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION,

My CONSTITUENT, HAS FORMALLY REQUESTED A TIME EXTENSION FOR
THEIR COMMENT AND RELATED COMMENTS. PLEASE EXTEND. THIS
ADDITIONAL 30 DAYS FOR COMMENT TO ME ALSO.
THANK YOU. o
STGNATURE = g e -
NAME, Budd Lets — Stafe fowse ﬂ'/ Oistrcd 22
 ADDRESS A0 Loy 927

Dabois, tdy £25/5

- Nancy Wittpenn . .
/BPA Environmental Project Lead RECEIPT DATE:

"Portland, OR 97208-3621

File Code: 1950

Date: August 11, 1997

‘[Receweoevera -
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT T4
LOGH: [ RVAL-CZ= ¥

P.0. Box 3621 = ECN-4

A6 2 0 vy

Dear Nancy:

Enclosed are the comments for both. Bridger-Teton' and Targhée National Forest
employees related to the DEIS for the BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project.

I have included the individuals name and phone number before their comments so
the appropriate person can contact them directly.

Looking forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely, .

CAROL CUSHING
Forest Planner

(L{Z 'Lé‘h{/ f{w /7 m?

Enclosure
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18-7.

. \ RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
LOGH#:

i : . " } RECEIPT DATE:
Susan Marsh - Bridger-Teton National Forest, 307-739-5516 N

palisades Wilderness Study Area (WSA) issues

The existing powerline goes through épproiimately one-half mile of Palisades

. WSA. .The Bridger-Teton (BT) Forest Plan (FP) direction for the WSA quotes

from the Wyoming Wilderness Act: "WSA will be manaqed to protect long-term
wilderngss‘attributes. No  activities will be .allowed that will jeopardize the
eligibility of the WShAs for future Congressional designation as Wilderness.
Exlsting uses’ of the WSAs, such as snowmobiling and mountain biking, will be
allowed to continue.® d

If additional tower height will not significantly reduce the scenic guality of
the area surrounding the existing powerliné, then we can say the impact on
scenic quality will not jeopardize the eligibility of the WSA for future
congressional designation as Wilderness. If additional tower height Will
result in towers now being visible from new locations or visual impact will be
increased with no opportunity for mitigation,, the impact may constitute an
"impairment ‘of -long-term wilderness attributes” and ‘we should explere
alternatives with BPA to reduce height.

Map 11 displaying VQOs is incorrect. The adopted VQO in the FP for the-
palisades WSA 'is Preservation, not pPartial Retention. The forest intends to
manage the WSA to meet Preservation.

Pages 4-15 through 4-20 discusses recréation impacts. Map.9 displays ROS abd
has errors (area south.of highway should not be mapped as SPM and RN). The
Palisades WSA. should be mapped SPNM or P. .

‘Access issues

Ah MOU exists between the Forest service (FS8) and. BPA regarding maintenance of
the powerline. . There does not appear to be any easement document giving BPA
wyreserved rights" for the line.

pirection for addressing powerline through WSA should be the same for BT and
Targhee. DEIS seems to imply that each forest will be dealt with_differently.

Where there are no existing access foads, no new road construction should be

approved for towers 29/1-29/3 within Palisades WSA.

If any existing access roads occur within WSA (which doesn‘t seem to be the
case on field review of towers relative to WSA boundary), only temporary use
during construction phase will be approved - not permanent access for

maintenance. Rehab and revegetation will be conducted in consultation with

the FS.

Access to towers should use existing Old Pass Road and Phillips Bench roads
wherever possible: If real roads are determined necessary we need to work

together to create a system that can be used by the public for firewood

18-8
cont.

18-9 [

18-10

18-11

18-12

18-13

18-14

géthering, dispersed camping and trailhead access, or else build roads to the -
. minimum possible standard and use as trails. )

Currently the powerline does not interfere with winter and summer recreation
use. We gould not approve, additional restriction on use of the poweriine ROW,
which, because it is cleared, is popular with skiers and snowmobilers.

Scenic Quality

Wyoming Highway 22 is managed under the BT FP to meet a visual quality
objective of Retention.(which means the average viewer should not nhotice the.
powerline). The current situation doés not meet the VQO; the proposal has the
potential to be even more visikle, and would further detract from 'scenic
quality. Using the existing line clearing (without widening) and installing
c?e line of towers, even if higher, is a better scenic alée:native than
w;deping ROW and installing two rows of towers, as originally proposed.

Instead of placing new towers to match the existing ones that are reflective
metal, let’s use a flat matte surface (anhodized or painted) for the new towers
and paint the old ones to match.  In other words, don‘t increase the number 6f
hHighly visible towers just. for the sake of consistency; ’

General recreation issues:

:Where existipg roads. will be used to access towers, we should encourage
cooperative work with BPA to improve those roads needed for public access ‘and
close the ones that are not. Issues that we could resolve taééﬁher include
‘use of thé Phillips Ridge area and public access to the Fish Creék Road ‘at the
pase of the mountains. FS objectives are to make the area available to
mountain bikers and other users to divert some use away -from Black Canyon
(would reduce conflicts with horse riders and make more intermediate terrain
available). ] )

Other resource issues:
I don’t have a lot of details because I have not had a chance to talk with all
the resource specialists about this. But some issues that have camie up,

mostly having to do with new roads and construction for towers: _.

Cultural resources, impact on historic road and trails, prehistoric quarry
sites. Location and degree of ground disturbance will be issues. .

Protection of mountainside wetland areas during construction.

Issues of consistency with BT FP:

The powerline is not compatible with DFC 9A (developed recreation sites, for
which forest plan requires that utilities be underground), nor is it
particularly compatible with DFC 12 (backcountry areas managed for big game
habitat and recreation). ':Though incompatible, the line exists and we are not

T¢-9
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cont.

18-15

18-16

'suggesting it should be removed. However, it is important to recognize that

we  have a use that i$ inconsistent with adjacent land uses or DFCs in the
plan, so future design changes can be made as compatible .as possible with

— forest plan objectives.

Ed Fischer - Targhee National Forest, 208-624-3151

GENERAL COMMENTS

As noted a number of times at the BPA-FS$ meeting in Jacuson, WY on Inly 23,
the agencies ‘are making different levels"of dezisions. The BPA decision to be
made is more conceptual, the FS decisions are more specific with respect to
sites and locations. Different levels of information are needed for these
decisions. Some progress was made on July 23 toward meeting the FS needs.

I am also concerned about the timetable for the project, specifically
regarding the clearing of corridor right-of-way (ROW) where it is .accessed by
new. roads (roads currently not in place). 'I think that clearing new road ROW
and construction, and using it ‘to. clear corridor ROW in the same year  is
pretty ambitious. If access is in place to allow clearing of new corridor ROW
(that is, if no new access roads are needed for this), then it may be feasibly
done in one year. Nonetheless, it will be ambitious.even then if more than
one type of logging method is needed (if we need to bring in a cable show, or
even helicopter). We may need to consider bringing in a logging systems
specialist for .consultation. :

CHAPTER 1

Decision to be Made The decisions to be made by the FS, shown on pages 1-6
and 1-7 of the DEIS, need to be expanded. As ¢larified at the meeting with
BPA personnel in Jackson, WY on July 23, we need to be able to implement
clearing of timber and access. road construction directly from this decision
without engaging in further NEPA. BPA personnel also apparently do not
anticipate conducting further NEPA analysis to implement vegetation manageﬁent
after line and road construction. I suggest the following elements are what
the FS$ needs to decide from this document.

1) whethér or not to grant an easement to BPA for occupancy and use
of the existing facilities and any needed new facilities, and if so,
under what terms -and conditions. ' The easement would accommodate
towers, lines, and other pertinent features,.as well as trunk and
access roads; the width would account for factors such as line sag
and sway.  Please give information on the authority wunder which the
current and proposed easements are/would be granted, either here or
in Chapter 3 :

2) whether or not to authorize clearing of additional ROW for
additional BPA facilities, and if so, in what manner

18-16
cont.

18-17

3) whether or not to authorize additional access roads for
construction and maintenance of BPA facilities, and if so, in what
manner §

4) how to.manage existing and additional access routes

5) whether or not to authorize vegetation ma t (corridor
maintenance activities) after :line and road construction, and if so,
in what manner and under what conditions.

6) consistency of the proposal and specific-'actions with the FPs for
L the Targhee  and BT, and what if any amendments may be needed

Issues The issues on pages 1-5 through 1-6 of the DEIS are too broad for the
FS decisions to be made. The following issues (from the list in Appendix B)
seem to be the most importént for ROW cleéring, access road construction and
the granting of an easement, ~These are taken pretty much verbatim from the
larger list of issues in Appendix B to the DEIS (FYI of July 10, 1996).
Analysis of consequences should focus on, these. .
Wwildlife .

1) Noise from construction (and substation equipment} could cause
wildlife to ‘avoid areas or vacate them altogether. -

2) Increased road densities in the area may cause wildlife to avoid
or vacate habitat.

3) Teton Pass is. a migration corridor for animals mé&iﬁg between the
Teton Range and the Snake River Range. Road-densities and
construction activities could interrupt these migrations.

4) Tree felling and road building could destroy nests or nesting
habitat. .

5) Construgtion and maintenance at ctertain timés could disrupt
nesting activities. - {Is disruption of fledging included here? If
not; it should be.})

Vegetatioen R B . L.
1) Describe how much clearing will be needed and where this will be,
both for ROW and access roads. !

2) How will ‘the logging slash be treated? If burned, maintain air
guality within acceptable limits. !

3) Will forest products be made available to the public?.
4) The existing and ‘new lines will increase the fire hazard in the

area.

Scenic/Visuals
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18-17
cont.

18-18

18-19a

nd wider width could affect the visual

1) The corridor location a ‘
cularly in the Teton Pass and ‘Pine Creek

quality of the area, parti
Pass dreas.

Soil and Water X
1) Water and mud from thé access road near Moose Creek wash down the

old highway into the creek. - (Rehab needs of existing facilities)

poor road construction methods

2) Soil washing into Pine Creek. from
at quality for cutthroat trout.

or maintenance could affect the habit

3) Numerous landslide and some avalanche areas exist along the ROW.

4) The entire route is extremely sensitive with respect to soils.

'5) Road construction and poorly-placed or poorly-maintained roads

could contribute excess sediment to area waters. -

6) The structures and route should be able to withstand potential
damage from seismic activi;ies.

Recrea . . . . .
1) How will maintenance roads along 'the power line in the Teton Basin

area impact summer and winter recreation access?

2) How will construction and new clearing and roads}gff?ct the
backcountry skiing on: Teton pass, which is one of the best areas in
.the country. for this type of use?
3) The ROW is popular- with skiers and snowmobilers in the winter.
will new controls affect this use? .

CHAPTER 2-—-- PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action is basicallf described for the FS§ decision to be made with
the notable exception of the road locations. We understaq¢ more qg leés wherxe
the ROW clearing would take place (north or south of existing ROW.sections).
The. hazard tree removal actions need. to be explained more in the EIS.

The information on maintenance and vegetation management after construction
(DEIS, page 2-12) led us to believe additional NEPA would take place a?ter
this decision (I got this impression aléo from reading BPAs FYI on‘thexr
pending EIS for concept of.veg management, received by the Forest in Ju;y)‘
BPA personnel seemed to indicate at the recent'meeting iv Jackson that that
may not be the case. This needs to be better explained -in the EIS. If a
decision on veg management is'to be made here we
consequences.

need to state it and show the

18-19b

18-20

CHAPTER. 4 = ENVIRONMENTAL-CONéEQUENCES

It seems like the level of consequences shown would be:all right to support
the BPA decision.on concept. . I don’t think it‘s enough to support the Fs
decisions on clearing and road construction. Maybe we have enough information
on which side of the existing ROW the clearing would take place. The
descriptions and analysis of effects on the Pine Creek routing options ‘is

. good. We just need to know more on locations of roads. Other seéctions:that

need to be beefed up include mitigations'and consequences for soil and water,
nd wildlife concerns. .

To support the FS decision .on easement and address the recreation issues I

think we need some statement about how the easement would operate, that is,
who would have control over the access to the ROW (FS or BPA). That ‘might
also address ‘some of the wildlife issues which relate to access.

If the existing ROW and proposed addition do go thru-the WSA, or some other
roadless area, there should be some discussion of how this would affect
roadless characteristics and potential future designation of the area as
wilderness.

Page 4-3, for timber and range -~—- the consequences of harvesting up to 181
acres of timber (for ROW only) will depend on where. the clearing -locations
are. The existing statement is correct that cleariﬁg of this timber will not
reduce the suitable timber on the Forest since there are no lands in 5-series
presc;iptions there. . Any timber harvested in the ROW will contribute toward
the 20 million board foot per decade standard for non-ASQ iands.

Some of the clearing for access roads may take place in prescription areas
{Rx) other than 8.1. .We need to know where this will occur to show ;
consistency with our Revised FP. .~

The statement that rangelands would not be impacted by adding new ROW needs to
be checked by district rangeland management specialists. .

_Page 4-52 (begin), for wildlife -- consequences seem to focus mostly on

disturbance from construction noise, habitat loss, and avian.collisions with

powerline facilities. There are some timing mitigations for nesting birds;

.surveys are mentioned, though those for birds would apparently only‘be
conducted "if required" (page 4-60).- -

Make sure the timing mitigations address fledging birds, not just early
nesting periods. Also, will the timing for wildlife mitigations conflict with
that for ungulates or for soil and water quality?

Carol Cushing - Targhee, 208-624-3151

1.6 - Decision to be made: FS decision is whether or not to issue a special
use permit (SUP) & if so, under what terms & conditions; whether to build new
roads; remove vegetation etc.

€29
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18-29[
18:30]
dsmE

18-32
18:33|

18-34

18-35

18-36[
18370

18-38

Figure 2-1 should try to estimate the total area disturbed & illustrate it
(include area. needed for hazard trees)

2.1.3 - access réads: are the existing roads open in the Revised FP?' How many
spurs will be built - need a estimate to adequately address the impacts; .do
adjacent Rx areas meet or exceed the OROMTRD standard in the Revised FP?

2.7.1.1 =-Table 2-4 is good however, I don‘t think it addresses the issues
that are listed on page 1-6. 1502.1 talks about focusing on significant
environmental issues & I don‘t see this happening.

4.1;2‘1\,— Acres disturbed needs to change to accounixtor the amount of area
that is estimated to be needed to cover the hazird trees; think the impact
statement for timber is incorrect & not in compliance with the Revised FP
because there would be an impact on the.lands where timber is removed as these
are considered lands that are not suitable BUT do contribute to the harvest
that is outlined on pg. ROD-19. | ‘

E 4.2.2.i - appeats that visual impacts to new access roads & spur roads has

been omitted in this section. In the Visual Assessment Area 3, the specific
location of the facilities that are to be .developed ‘around Targhee Tap needs
to be determined so the visual impacts can be addressed. Also, it seems we
should be able to determine jif indeed the transmission lines will beiviewed
from the foreground (site specificity again). .

- 4.2.2.2 - Visual Assessment Area 2 ~“how many additional trees & in what

locations beyond the ROW will be cleared?  Seems. like past impacts from the

- existing line should be mitigated & site specific proposed,improvementé need

to be addressed throughout the EIS. i

\
4.5.2.1 - site specific draft designs for access roads mugt be completed
before the FEIS & issuance of a SUP to adequately determine impacts to soi}s,
wetlands, floodplains, fine spotted cutthroat trout etc. In’'a good faith
effort to ¢omply w/ the objective on pg. I11-107 of ‘the Revised FP, existing
roads need to be inventoried & evaluated along the powerline since' its likely
this is the only projeét in this corridor w/in 5 years of the signing of the
ROD. What impacts will access road construction have on the fine spotted
cutthroat -trout? 'I think some additional site specificity is needed in this
section related to .our Rx 2:8.3: :

4.7.2.1 - ‘Is the clearing in the riparian zone in compliance w/.Rx 2.8.3 in
the Revised FP?

Lastly, at‘a minimum, a alternative~should be explored that puts the ROW
outside of the WSA.

Dan Delany, Targhee, 208-624-3151

Overall, the document is very programmatic. It does not specify the locations
of access or spur roads (p. $-3) and -does not state that the environmental

impacts of these new roads will be assessed at a later date.
state if the FS will. have any later input as to new road locations,

it also does.not

18-38 construction ‘specifications, or. maintenance standards. Without site specific
information, it is not possible to accurately describe the impacts to native
cont. —cutthroat trout.

—p-4-62 to 4-64 Fisheries: I believe the proposed action would. produce
wmoderate" rather than "low" impacts. I agree that road construction within
floodplains is a temporary impact.and that impacts are localized. However,
for the life of the constructed road, stream hydrologic function will be
18-39 reduced through the physical alteration of the floodplain-and.stream channel;
sediment delivery to the stream will be increased through increased run-off,
road use, and road maintenance; and large woody ~terial recruited to the
stream will be reduced through clearing of the road ROW and the presence of
— the road. -
I believe that the .proposed action will reduce native cutthroat trout habitat
quality. . Not enough informaticn is provided to determine. if the proposed
action will meet Revised FP goals, standards,'andrguidalines for fisheries.
18—40 whgther the reduction in habitat quality is sufficient to reduce native
cutthroat trout populatjion health can not be determined without site. specific
information on road locations, construction specifications, and maintenance
_schedules. The proposed action will not significantly impact fine-spotted
L— cutthroat trout on a regional: basis. . .

Ric Rine — Targhee, 2085624-3151

The value of the timber being removed for the expansion needs to be recovered

18*41 and removed, at fair market. value, through a timber sale or §§ni}a:
contractual ‘arrangement, the receipts returned to the Treasury ‘of appropriate
fund, and the volume credited to the Forest’s MAR accomplishment.

Ronna Simon, - Targhee 208—624;3151
Page Comment
18-42 |: s9 f¢d eliminate “"supplemental® in the sentence "Groundwater is a

supplemental source.

— I don’t know that "(m}uch of the landscape reflects the impact of
past glaciation.® . I think most of it reflects stream incision
(except in the Tetons, where glaciers sometimes flowed down

L pre-existing stream courses}, . .

18-44 —

18-43

What are you referring to as the "Snake River Range"? Show on a map.

s-14 Impacts from ROW (road)-maiqtenance? Impacts from logging to clear
ROW? Relative amounts of soil disturbance, number of stream '
crossings, amount of land taken out of production? There isn’t much

— ‘ information here that is useful in comparing alternatives. .

18-45

i §-17 SVC alternative may have the lowest impacts,\bﬁt what are they? Are
18-46 they ‘within acceptable limits? .No mention of impacts to soil
quality, stream channels, or water quality.
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18-47 |- s-18 No Action would still involve maintenance and repair of existing
- ‘line, so there:would be impacts. Need to address this.
18-48 [::3—16 Again, delete "supplemental” for groundwater use for irrigation.

18-49 [ 3-17

Agdin, extent of impact from glaciation (at least .on the Targhee
side). 3

18-50 [ 4-25 and 4-26 What is a "normal erosion rate/level"?

— 'I“al‘)le 4-1
18-51
18-52 E 4-29
18-53 B

: 4-35
18-54

Hard tiF tell if impacts will be within legal limits, and if
water quality will still meet State standards. -Sediment to
wetlands implies the need for .a 404 permit-— how much are we
talking about, and is mitigation possible? No mention of
impacts from timber cutting, -and potential for changes to water
temperature. Nor of impacts from log skidding, decking, etc. to
soil and water resources. Impacts to soil from roads aren’t
just lowered productivity, but irreversible/irretrievable
losses, too. They will be lands taken out of production, at
least to-some to some degree.

“Any soil losgs would be low compared to losses from neighboring
agricultural lands"-- but is ‘it within soil loss tolerance limits?

Pine Creek Drainage: Will we still meet State water quality
standards? Are these’ consistent with our Revised FP? (this for pages
4229 and onward) It‘s really hard to tell what the magnitude of
impacts will be on.the resources-= the "significance” ﬁc the
beneficial uses of water and to soil productivity. )

Mitigation: Should say that riparian'plantings may be used to
mitigate, if needed. . Also need to mention the Revised FP standards
and guidelines,’ as well as State BMP’s for road construction and
Forest Practices (Idaho and Wyoming).. Réstrict road construction to
the minimum needed for' the project,. and cobliterate roads. that. are not
needed for maintenance. Minimize construction and road use in the
spring, when rutting is. a concern, as well as runoff. .Use more
effective erosion control measureS'in‘water quality limited (WQL)
stream drainages (Teton headwaters). : .

Are the impacts mentioned in the first part of paragraph 4.6.1.2
meant to be direct impacts? - Indirect?

Putting concrete in the wetland could be a significant impact, and
would definitely have to be evaluated. Would also require a 404

_permit.

Again, make sure to mention‘the Revised FP, and State BMP’s. Also

need to -ensure-mitigation is effective via periodic monitoring.

18-58

18-60[

18-61

18-62

Bart Andreasén - Targhee, 208-624-3151

BPA need to.use the "ranges" of ROS & VQO- as outlined in the Revised FP Rx‘s,

-and we would not want to draw. lines for.probable areas of each. There would

probably be little change in ROS except where new access roads might be added,
but since they were deleting some, net effect is probably negligible. Also,
they could do their effects discussion in narrative terms rather than acres of
change in ¢lassification, since the only real potential for effects is with
VQO on the area south of '‘mtor-or on east side of Tston Pass. Suggest BPA
follow our narrative approach on p. IV-47 and 50-51 of the FEIS for Revised FP
for way to address-—just adjust to actual conditions for the project rather
‘than those of the Revised FP. B .

Mark Orme — Targhee National Fcrést, 208-624-3151

1) Surveys for TES Species need ‘to be conducted along the entire ROW_before
grdund/vegetation disturbing activities are done. These surveys need to
follow approved protocols; 2} If the: suxveys document. the presence of TES
species within or immediately adjacent to. the ROW, the Revised FP S&G’s for
these .species need to be followed. An example of immediately adjacent isi: A
boreal owl nest site is found outside the ROW, but close enough that the owl
would use the ROW as part of its nesting stand or foraging area; 3) If for
some reason S&G's for TES species cannot be. followed, then mitigation for lost
habitat will be required; 4) Since removal of timber in some places along the
ROW will be permanent, this will result in the eventual loss Of' large woody
debris habitat. I recommend that twice the amount of large woody debris as
required in the Revised FP be retained where timber is removed; 5) Unless
needed by the FS, all access roads should be effectively restricted from
public motorized use; 6) The DEIS adequately covers: concerns about
electrocution and collisions; 7) For wildlife species other than TES species,
the DEIS probably does a minimal adequate job discussion.

Ron Dickemore - palisades District, Targhee 208-523-1412

1. The purpose and need for the FS needs to go into more detail and they
should be together. We talked about this in Jackson.

2. , -~ 'All of the access roads to the ROW -and within the ROW needs to.be
) jdentified to see where they cross Pine Ccreek and drainages coming
into Pine Creek to see what ‘kind of crossing they are proposing.
Also need to know what bridges are being proposed to upgrade.

3. We were informed in the Jackson meeting that we would issue BPA a SUP
for BPA to use National Forest land. There was' some .discussion on
what involvement the FS would have in harvesting the timber and other
activities within the ROW of the special use_permit.. When we issue a
SUP, the permittee is responsible to accomplish .all activities to the
standard we specify. We should-not be taking on that extra work.

G2¢-9
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18-63 [a.
18-64 [ 5

18f65 [:: 6. . We need to.agree on what will happen.to

18-66

18-67 [

18-68

The motorized use discussion throughout the document is. cOnIusLuy-

We need to include the direction for all Rx areas from our Revised

FP.
the roads during construction

and after. The road density issue.

7. There is one area on ‘the Palisades pistrict where the proposed line
may not be next to the old line -and there may be more than one

RS alternative to evaluate in the document. The specific area is where

the line crosses the road, Pine Creek and Pine Creek Basin ski area.
In this location, two or more routes. or congtruction methods could be

discussed and evaluated.

8. The document needs. to show what Rx area the proposed action is in.

Bud Alford - pPalisades Ranger District, Targhee, 208-523-1412

1t appears the BPA has covered a lot of the issues and concerns for wildlife
and fish, but I think a few they discussed have been glossed over in the EIS.
1 refer the reader mostly to appendix D = Wildlife Report, particularly pages
6 — 35:0f that appendix and -related material in the EIS in the environmental :
1 refer specifically to species which depend on the
£ miked conifer habitat that will be "type -~

' Rdditionally, other large

consequences to wildlife.

estimated 181 plus acres o
converted" to open rangeland or brushy -habitats.
trees adjacent.to the clearcut corridor will be removed.

The documents say there will only be a "low to foderate" impact on forest
dependent species. 1 say the  impact will be "high" for many- of these. In my
mind this 181 acres of conifer habitat is an irreversibly and irretrievably
loss as far into the future as one could possibly imagine (maybe 300 plus
years,'who knows?} . specifically, these species include cavity nesting birds
and mammals, American marten, many raptorial birds including the goshawk, the
FS sensitive boreal, flammulated and great gray owls and the three-toed
woodpecker. among others. . -
Mitigation listed in the EIS does not address how this irreversible and
irretrievable loss will be mitigated. :

The species discussed which are being directly impacted the most are strongly
dependent: on wforested types" and are the species most in trouble in the
Western U.S. today. That‘s why so many are 1isted as FS sensitive species;
etitioned for Federal listing (eg-. Lynx}. This project
tuation and adds to impacts occurring on private

r forests from being impacted on

are rare or have been p
is not helping their si
1ands. Mitigation could help prevent simila
private lands.

fisheries section on affected environment

Fisheries: I looked quickly at the
Fish Biologist is gone now.

and environmental consequences since our

18-69

18-70|

18-71

18-72

18-73

18-74

18-75

z::zko: ?he'ingormation did not seem to ring true to me such as that Piﬂe
as -rated to be poor to fair fish habitat
L .. I had always th ht i
Creek as one of our most 'pi 3 i H e es on the
3 productive wild ¢ !
ke Rivar syaim. - ut?hroat spawning tributaries on the

igdélso gaYe the impression that beaver activiﬁy was contributing to
imentation and poor bank stability in Pine Creek. If anything the beavér‘

Ca <
ams and work we have done with beaver there has helped improve bank stability

:::dprOVLded ?heCF dams for sediment coming off the existing BPA powerline
Eom S(Z?. as in Tie Canyon; this has been one of our continuing problem:areas
o ze;naat);. Ifcanythxng 1 suspect the increase in roading for this project
rade Pine Creek fisheries further. ' I‘m not sure i
w ¢ ; . ure by reading the EIS if
is has been displayed fully, especially if a road is desired to access every

‘power pole.

' Patty Bates. - Tetcn Basin District, Targhee, 208-354-2312

5,2.1.3 Access Roads & Gates

RS . -~ Need.to define apt;on/better, or. at least diéplay worse case
scenario.. Better.stil}, we should be discussing which roads are
needed with an objective of minimizing roaded area-

5.3:3 7 ,Recreation Resources
; Shoul? consider a quick summary of Greater Yellowstone Winter
ecreation Plan, or at least BPA should have a review study to
und:rsﬁand the rec. issues along Teton Pass. . Will the added
roads have t i i S51
2 Po ential impact on yo-yo skiing/snowboards.
ey

1.6 Decision to: be made
B - Need.to ?¥arify (i.e., whether or not to issue special use
authorl?atx?n, and if so with what conditions.and requirements).
?iémz lxkelxt should also display other decisions to be made
imber sale, vegetation mgt. plan, wildlife miti i
v il ’ ‘. m}txgatlon plan,
2.1.3 Roads = again!
; Define begter - how many and what size spur roads. ﬁill there
e closu?e{rehab of any existing roads and spurs. Tie to travel
plan decision to assure open roads won‘t be gated. I—think
there o?ght to. be some options with roads - Proposed Action
seems like all roads are needed. .So far BPA‘s been fine with no
access to ‘somé towers, so-I think a’”lot of the construction
roads should be temp. roads - rehabed once construction is
complete.

2.6.3 Burying the Transmission Line
- Seems like the option meets the purpose and needs and issues
and cost wasn‘t. It needs a bit more discussion to dismiss
(maybe have 'cost concerns up front).
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18-76

18-81

18-82 E

18-83

18-84

3.1/2.1 population
-~ They’re missing discussion of Teton County, Idaho. I assume,
some of the issues/public comments revolve around the Victor end

of the county and should be displayed. 3
4.7/2;1 construction - Impacts -
. Need to define/estimate tree removal off ROW .= .Or any other
impacts anticipated off ROW.

4.8.2.2 Mitigation Strategy .
— Needs to be strengthened, should be a plan developed, within a
specific time, ‘assurances, etc-.

5.1.9 Cleanup wording throughout that FS would issue S.U.P.
authorization (to include both new and existing) and delete
reference to -easement.

3.1 : There’s né discussion of rangelands need to quickly discuss FS

grazing allotments - and then track through to conseguences =
with veg. change through timber barings or increased roads
affect grazing ops, livestock movement, use, etc.

Liz Davy - Teton Basin District) Targhee, 208-354-2312

As a mitigation for the timber, have a timber sale so local people can remove

the products. Most of the timber, is mature and would work well for house  logs -

etc. Mitigation for slash removal, open the area for firewoo gathering after
the timber sale. Removes slash without burning, provides a p oduct to local
folks, and helps our public relations. Allow commercial tree digging along
right of way and new roads. ' There are tree spades around that can handle any
size tree. Soil removal may not be an issue since it will be disturbed with
the roads and installation of poles. page 3-10 5th paragraph, there is no
‘such thing as Coal cr. campground. I believe they mean Trail Cr. campground.
Page 3-11. Skiers, mtn bikers and ATV’s-use the ROW from Mike Harris to Pine
Cr. Pass.

Marynell Oeschner, Teton Basin District, Targhée, 208-354-2312

WILDLIFE SURVEYS: AND TIMEFRAMES:

BPA plans to begin clearing.and road building in 1999. For some species,

surveying at the appropriate time for the specie just prior to tree removal in

1999 would be adequate. Others should have two appropriate seasons of
surveying. . s

Survey. appropriate habitat for each specie in and adjacent that portion pf the

ROW where it is likely to occur-
Western boreal toads—-any ponds or backwater areas—-Mid May-thru June 1999°

spotted frogs--any ponds or backwater areas--Mid-May-thru June 1999

18-841 .
cont.

18-85

18-86
18-87[

A Team of Targhee wildlife biologists will review and.approve the survey

Bats—-surﬁeys over creeks and rivers under power lines——July/Aug,lggs

Lynx/fisher/wolverine——snowtracking———Jan — March 1998/1999

Harlequin duck-+Trail Creek, Pine creek, ﬁdosé Creek——1998[1999
Three-toed woodpgckers———Mid—May thru June 1999

Boreal owl----Feb thru March 1999'

Flam_m;.'.la'ted owl-;——Mid—May ‘thx:u June 1998/1999

Great gray owl--——end of May thr; first half‘of July 1998/1995

Goshawk-—--June and July 199871999

REQUIREMENTS:
protdcol and timing requirements to be used for each sensitive spgcie prior to’
BPA letting the wildlife survey contract. :

A-team of Targhee biologists will review the biological evaluation on
sensitive specdies for adequacy- -

A. Villaruz (Jackson Ranger District, BT), B. Alford and M. oOechsner agree to
modify the date before which no tree removal should take place;~from August 1
to July 15th. BPA should begin work in the lower elevations on or after this
date and then move to the higher elevations later. TIf BPA wishes to start
removing trees before July 15th, every tree to be removed‘must be ‘searched for
active cavities .and nests prior to cutting. . Nest and cavity Searches must be
performed in addition to'the surveys specified by the FS and submitted to BPA
on July 9, 1997. : .

Should an active.nest or ‘cavity of a sensitive specie be found, the Revised
Targhee FP or the BT FP (which ever is appropriate per location) standards and
guidelines will be followed. . . ) .

@PS ‘locations of all survey sightings and nest locations will be-given to the
USFS prior to ground ‘disturbing activities. -

A team of Forest biologists will determine appropriate site specific
mitigation measures for wildlife. .

Jack Bogle - Teton Basin District, Targhee 208-354-2312

. 5.2.1.2 - Additional ROW - Need to address clearing limits as well as -ROW
width . : ' :

5.2.1.3 - Roads, - We should state that some of the roads will be used for tree
removal. : ; .

129
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18-88

18-89

18-90

18-91

[:7.3.3 - Recreation Resources - Refer to Ehe skiers as backcountry skiers not

alpine and nordic. ~Also mention snowmobiling. :

[:5.1.4 - Gates. — where possible build gates that will ‘allow for horses,
mountain bikes, etc. to access around the gates. :

3.2.5 - Need to make an effort to coordinate w/ the BT .on" color requirements °

for towers etc.

I: General comment - I didn't see any discussion of any potential benefits of
better' service to Teton Valley Idaho which I understand to be the case. !

'

19-1

LAKE CREEK ACRES II HOMEOWNER’S
ASSOCIATION PO BOX 6296 /

JACKSON, WY 83002 ‘
1715/97 ‘ 7/ .

TO: MIKE JOHNS, PROJECT MANAGER
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION
PO BOX 3621 :
PORTLAND, OR 97208-3621 :

AND EIS FILING BRANCH, OFFICE OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES (A104)
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. ’
ROOM, 2119 MALL 20460
401 M STREET SOUTH WEST
WASHINGTON, DC. 20460

LOGH LW RUMK L - C

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
RECEIPT DATE:

RECEIVED BY BPA

RE: 'PROPOSED BPA/LOWER VALLEY TRANSMISSION PROJECT DOE/ELS 0267

t;,\&h
Lol ™S
=

TIME EXTENSION REQUEST PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

MG 2 0 8%

The Board of Directors of Lakecreek II Acres respectfully requests an
extension 1in the time period for public comment on the Draft EIS currently
being circuiated by BPA. = We request an extension of 30 days, extending the
comment pariod to September 11, 1897 for the following reasons:

4. Several members of our association and our advocates, who did comment
during the Scoping process, who are directly impacted by the proposed project,
did not receive the complete Draft EIS. Others who, for.practical purposes ‘
only asked for the Summary, are finding the Summary is not adequately detailed
and they must now réquest the complete draft. In studying the DEIS, in
conjunction with NEPA and the CEQ, we have serfous concerns that our rights
under these laws have been violated both in the past (by Categorical )
Exclusions, and wetlandS issues) ‘as well as. currently with the treatment of
“gignificant” impacts to "human environment” and “cumulative impacts,” all
addressed in spacific sections: of NEPA and CEQ.. To absorb a 400 page EIS,
epply. NEPA ‘and CEQ and have {nformed and accurate comments by our property
owners. and ‘advocates, we require additional time. We believe that under NEPA
regulations 1502.19 and 1506.10 (d), our property owners and advocates, &re
entitled to the extension, ¥ €

Additionally, as we attempt to discuss the Draft EIS with our electad
officials at Teton County, Wyoming and the State of Wyoming, we are finding
that many of these folks are not. in possession of.the praft EIS, and that all
noed more time to review this exhaustive document and cross reference NEPA and
CEQ before they can prepare an informed public comment. . Under NEPA 1506.10
(d) we find this to be compelling reason to extend the comment period. Please
consider that in the past, Teton County regulations and parmit process have
been entirely ingored. This, along with our proximity to national park lands
and wetlands (CEQ 1508.27 b3), makes it critical that our County, State and
Federal officials have adequate time to comment on the Draft EIS.. - .
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ont.

HMIKE: JOHNS, PROJECT ‘MANAGER/EIS. FILING BRANCH : -
BPA/LOWER VALLEY TRANSMISSION. PROJECT DOE EIS 0267

2. As lay people, we are at & sevare disavantage, trying to digest an’

‘enormous amount of technical information relating to NEPA, Councilief

Environmental Quality, the Code of Federal Regulations, Noise Control. Act,
Pollution Control at Federal Facilities dnd EIS regulations, County and State
regulations among many other large bodies of information. BPA has opted for
-the statutory minimum for Public Commsnt (46 days), when in fact the Oraft EIS
{tself took 90 days longer to complete than projected. .

We have participated in a spirit of goodwill with the Scoping Process and
made our comments during the Draft preparation. . This EIS document required
two years and 23 BPA employees to complete. The EIS preparers are immorsed
and educated in the components and understanding required. Certainly, citizens
and public officials should be given adequate time to review, digest and
comment on this hugs project that drastically impacts our human and natural
environment, our property valuas, our health, safety, visual and noise
quality.

“In keeping with the intent of NEPA 1601.1: (b), Lakecreek II residents have
tried to be an integral part of the EIS process to date, and to avoid adver-
sari{al action at a later date. in keeping, please grant the requésted
extension for our and related public comment to September 11, 1997.

Sincarsely,

LAKE CREEK ACRES 11 HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
~ BOARD OF DIRECTORS : :

~<_Mg%é/ W\A %d)a/é’f’/ﬂwt#nc)mé_
Michael sb1lett SFAY'K| BoriinRIA '\ Lisa St.Martin Cook

21-1

Jemes M. qu.(’,
Managing Director

PUTNAM, HAYES & BARTLETT, INC.

ECONOMIC AND MANAGEMENT COUNSEL

1276 Eye Strecr; NW

VIA FACSIMILE MACHINE s Y
: ington,
(202) 785 - 4052 fox
25 July 1997 (202) 7757277 divece dicl

RECEIVED®YBPA ..
PUBLIC INVOWEMENA
LOGH: LwRVAL-0Z- OF i

RECEIPT DATE:

Mr. Michasel C. Johns

General Engineer

Bonneville Power Administration
905 NE-11th-Avenue

Portland, OR 87232

ME 2 08T

Dear Mike:

) As a follow up to-our conversation today, 1 would like to be put on the mailing fist for
information related to the construction of the new transmission line into.the sub-station in the area
located north of The Aspen’s residential nsighborhood in Jackson, Wyoming. As we discussed, |
am congidering purchasing a house that is located immediately south of the existing transmission

line. In addition, | would like to receive a copy of the draft EIS. ’

_ Please send the above information to me at my office address in Washington, D.C. Thank
you very much for your assistance in this matter. ) T

V, ly yours, ey
) \./ R
da M. Speyer

62-9
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3077334451 .
88/11/1997 13:42 3677334451 TETON. COUNTY COMMISS - PAGE .81

Hichael . Gierau, thoir
Robert L. Shervin, Ve thoir
State of Wyomn Ao Stephenson, Commisionse

- } . :
. ’ 50§dy Shuptrine, Commissioner
: ; : ) - Bill Poddleford, comminioner
" i . lory Debus, Bindof il Sevies

Y

VIA FACSIMILE AND POST

August 11, 1997
Mr. Mike Johns : RECEWEDBYEPA 4
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION PUBLIC INVOLVEMI R
Public Involvement Office ACS: ! oG L (wRUAL-02 922
P.0.Box-12993 . RECEIPT DATE: : 1
Portiand, OR 97208 . ) : MG 2 0189

FAX: 503/230.4605

Dear Mr. Johns:

o e ﬁ)yﬁgnt period

—— The Board of County Commissioners would like to respectfully request an exteﬁsio
the -comment

for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Teton Substation. Itis opr, esire t0°'s
period ending August 12, 1997-for-the EIS extended to Septemiber 17,1997, - i

Due to the extensive, Q‘or'h.plexv fature of the document, wé feel that additional ﬁme, is ne@sééw for both
public officials and cifizens to'be able to fully contemplate its content. o

" We look forward to you’r: respme and thank you very much for your consideration

L Sincerely,

BOARD OF COUNTY-COMHISSIONERS

Mike Gierau

\E4

IDAHO FISH & GAME
UPPER SNAKE REGION AUQUSt 11, 1997 g Philip E. Batt -/ Governor

1515 Linceln Road Stephen P. Mealey / Director

ldaho Falls, ldaho 83401-2198

Borineville Power Administration ' ESSE.E’F,?@{\?E"QW

Pubiic Involvement Office - ACS LOaE [ wRVAL- 02~ g2io
P.O. Box 12999 ‘ RECEIPT DR,
Portland, OR 97208 ; &% 22 gy
Attn: Mike Johins : .

Subject: Lower Vailey Transmission Project, Idaho-Wyoming

Dear Mr. Johns:

ldaho Department of Fish and Game personnel have reviewed the referenced
document and offer the following comments. .

Avian Collisions

Mitigation: The document should be strengthened by committing to proposed
actions, rather than only proposing mitigation that could or should be
accomplished. An independent expert should be consulted as discussed on page
4-80. Burying the power lines where the line crosses flight paths would reduce
avian collisions at the highest-risk locations. These sites are noted in Appendix D.

Trumpeter swan: Please see attached letter from the Trumpeter Swan Society.
The comments are hereby incorporated by reference. '

‘ Big Game

Winter range

We recommend construction and other project-caused disturbances be prohibited
between December 15 (or sooner if adverse weather conditions occur) and April
15 in delineated deer/elk winter range. Delineations are published in the Targhee
Forest Plan Revision (1897) and the State of ldaho’s Comprehensive State Water
Plan, South Fork Snake River Basin (1996). This would complement the goals of
those two plans. In Idaho, the restricted area would be from Poison Creek
southwest to the Swan Vailey substation. - If unusually adverse weather conditions
occur, we recommend the restrictions occur prior to December 15, as needed to
‘protect wintering big game. T
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23-7

23-10

23111

The statement that “most of the nght -of-way is outstde of big game winter range”
is incorrect (Appendlx D:34). .

— Appendix D (page 7) should note that significant, avoidable, adverse impacts to
~ wintering big game will resuit if project- related disturbances occur during the

December to mid-April period on big game winter range. This impact should be
avoided by prohibiting- project-related disturbances, as recommended above.

Hahltat_eﬁacmeness_andJLumeﬁathy

We recommend the access plan for existing and new roads and spurs include: 1)
motorized vehicle closures are effective, and 2) motorized access and project-
related maintenance activities are prohibited during the fall big game hunts,
beginning August 30.

it appears that Routing Option B would cause less impacts to big game than
Options A or C, due.to minimizing new road canstruction.

Fisheries and Water Quality

For construction standards, consider all perennial and intermittent streams to have
fish-present at least a portion of the year, uniess acceptable site-specific research
indicates otherwise. Note that maintaining fish passage is legally required under
Idaho Code Section 36-906; there should be no discussion of the potential
impacts of blocking.or impeding fish passage (page 4-63).

We recommend wuHows be planted at erosive riparian |mpact sntes, including

bridges and fords

‘Throughout the text, “fine- spotted” (cutthroat) should be replaced with

“Yellowstone”. Also, Pine Creek is very valuable trout spawning and rearing
habitat.

Mitigation

The document indicates that as-many as 181 acres of timberland would be lost,
and converted to other vegetation types (page 4-3). Itis unclear if additional
acreage of non-timber types would be disturbed or lost. There also ‘would be
between 5 and 10 miles of new roads constructed, plus an unstated length of spur
roads {page S-3). It is unclear whether the acreage of vegetation to be lost
through construction of new roads and spur roads is part of the reported 181
acres, or if it should be added to that acreage number. !

It appears there would be 1) five to 10 or more miles of roads and spur roads

23-11
cont.

constructed 2) potentially 181 or more acres of wildlife habitat permanently lost
and/or maintained in early seral stages to prevent vegetation impacts on the
transmission line, and 3) an unstated amount of wetlands impacted by installation
of bridges, fords, roads, and culverts.

These are irreversible and/or irretrievable losses of forest resources and negatlve
impacts for fish and wildlife, for which compensation should be provided. The
1980 Northwest Power Act.(Public Law 96-501) indicates that Bonneville Fower

Administration is responsible to mitigate for fish and wildlife 1mpdt,ts resultlng from -

transmlssmn line expanston

The Northwest Power Planning Council’s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program (1995) reports that mitigation is needed for transmission line impacts, °
noting that construction and maintenance of power transmission corridors alters
vegetation, increases access to-and harassment of wildlife, and increases erosion
and sedimentation. The proposed transmission line would cause those impacts.in.’

an area delineated as big game winter range and crossmg and parallehng important

Yellowstone cutthroat spawning and rearing streams.

We recommend that partial mitigation be lmpiemented, including prohibiting-
project-related disturbance during winter in big game winter range, reducing avian
collision risks, minimizing road construction, effectively closing roads to motorized
vehicles during deer and elk hunting seasons, and other mitigation actions

“ proposed in the draft document. We also recommend full mitigation be

implemented to the extent necessary to compensate for the permianent impacts of
habitat losses and impacts to fish and wildlife.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.

Sincerely,

) AQV\/ .-
Don Wright

Regional Supervisor
DW:RM:rm-

cc: Natural Resources Policy Bureau, IDFG
USFWS, Pocatello
" Terry. Thomas, IDFG
Lynn Merrill, IDFG
Mark Gamblin, IDFG
Ted Chu, IDFG

T€-9
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THE TRUMPETER SWAN SOCIETY

3800 County Road 24 e Maple Plain, MN 55359 e 612/476—4863 ® FAX 612/476-1514

ROCKY MOUNTAI‘N'WORKING GROUP « 3346 E 200th N « Rigby, Idaho 83442« 208/754-8756

~

July 6, 1997

P [RECEIVED BY BFA -
ﬁ;’: MD“m“ EFioh and Ga BUBLIC INVOLVEMENT - .
15alsoL'epalm§mdo ish and Game LOG# LWwRVAL -~ OL- 024
incoln Road’ v s
Idaho Falls, ID 83401 RECEIFT.DATE: BB 22 1w

Deé Beb:

As you requested, I’ve reviewed the attached section 3.7.12 from the
12/03/96 draft of the EPA/B3 Resource Report which pertains to trumpeter swans:
Unfortunately, there are a number of inaccuracies in this section; I’ve numbered the
paragtaphs on the attached sheets. My comments correspond to the numbered
paragraphs: )

— 1. The project area is within the summer range of the primarily nog-migratory
(resident) segment of the Rocky Mountain Population (RMP), which managers refer
to as the Tri-state flocks. The project is also within the wintering range of the vast
majority of RMP trumpeters. While the total RMP numbers over 3,000 and has
been increasing for approximately 20 years, the resident Tri-state (Idaho, Montana
and Wyoming) flocks have decreased over the last decade and numbered 379 in

L September 1996. : :

r— 2. Trumpeter swan nest sites are located north and south of the project area, at
Grays Lake NWR and Jackson Hole. There is potential for future nesting in Swan
‘Valley although none has been documented this century to my knowledge. There
was one unconfirmed nest attempt in Teton Basin within thie past 30 years, but
Teton Basin doesn’t.offer good putential nestiag lakés or ponds, Most nesting is
L further north on the Ashton Ranger District of the TNF. :

[ 3. Scattered trumpeters are now wintering from Star Valley WY, all the way down
the South Fork of the Snake to Heise. :

4. 176 trumpeters wintered on the South Fork during the February 1997 USFWS
survey. Most (148) were in Swan Valley, 28 were in the canyon. Wintering
trumpeters regularly use a variety of spring-fed sloughs in the Palisades and Rainey
Creek vicinities as well as the river.

245

24:6
2427

24-8

24-9

majority in the vicinity of Teton Valley Lodge. As I mentioned in #2, the record of nesting in_
Teton Basin is poorly documented, but at best represents an atypical occurrence.

[ 5. In Teton Basin, hundreds of trumpeters regularly winter along the river with the vast

6. There are a number of nesting territories in Jackson Hole, Christian Pond is just one of
them.

7. Pine Creek drainage is a very likely travel 'conidor from Tetos: Basin tc Swan Valiey for

‘trumpeters.

— 8. As of 1997, attempts to rebuild migrations and disperse the RMP are showing good
| prospects for success. Over 800 RMP trumpeters wintered outside the Tri-state region during
L wiater 1996-97. :

— I’'m not familiar with the proposed project but would like to eniphasize that trumpeter

swans are highly vulnerable to powertine collisions. ‘There are a number of design measures
and types of markers that can be used to reduce the potential for collisions by swans and other
birds. My husband, Dr. Rod Drewien, conducted considerable research on this subject for the

- Edison Electric Institute. If that information would be helpful in planning for this project, Rod
. L can be reached at 208-754-8756. '

I hope this information is helpful. Please keep The Trumpeter Swan Society informed
regarding the status and details of this proposal so that we can help avoid potential impacts on
trumpeters and other spécies.

Sincerely,

| B

Ruth E. Shea

sasuodsay pue sjuswiwo) — g Jardeyd



Comment Letters

RECEIVED BY BPA

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

LoG#: LWRVAL -02- 025
RECEIPT DATE:

SEP 03 9%

Michael £. Gierau, thai
Robert L. Shervin, Vice Choi
AnnStepherison, Commisione

State of Wyomln

<FION COUNTY:

VIA FACSIMILE AND POST

Sandy Shuptrine; Compisione
Bill Paddleford, Cormissicne
Gary Debus, Director of ddminishative Service

August 21, 1997

Mr.-Lew Dreisen .

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION
Public. Involvement Office ACS

P.O. Box 12999

Portland, OR 97208

FAX:503/230.4605
Dear Mr. Dreisen:

The Lake. Creek II homieowners association approached  the Board of County - Commissioners
regarding the BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project and the various options being considered at the Teton
Substation. . The HOA expressed a strong desire to understand the technical characteristics of each of the
substation options as well as the SVC altemative. a '

_ -~ The HOA has contracted a specialized engineer to assist in their evaluatlon of the Dra& EIS. During’
the July 24 meeting held at the LVP&L offices, BPA agreed to provide the homeowners with photos, models,
specifications, and cost estimates for three options ‘at the Teton Substation. These included the overhead
option, the 400-foot undergroundmg option, and undergrounding from the Fish Creek area.

: The Lake Creek homeowners can make informed reply within the comment period if this previously
requested - information is provided to them as soonas possible. We believe that these visualizations and
specifications will assist themi‘in their understanding of the various altematives proposed in your DEIS. We
are also interested in this information and trust that it will be forthcoming soon. .

We appreciéte the extension of the comment period and hope to provide you with meaningful input.

Sincerely,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Cc: Lake Creek Il HOA
. FAX307/733.1593 #8

26-1

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
500 NE Multnomah Streex, Suite 600
Portland, Orcgon 97232-2036

o August 26, 1997
ER 97/0373
. RECEIVED BY BPA
. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Nancy A. Wittpen LOGH#: | (JRVAL- 6L~ 22-6
Environmental Project Leader RECEIPT DATE:
Department of Energy i P 05 g
Bonneville Power Administration v
P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97308-3621
Dear Ms. Wittpen:

The Department of Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)/Lower Valley Transmission

" Project. The following comments are provided for your use and information when preparing the

Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

The DEIS states on summary page S-4 under 5.2.1.4: “All new equipment would be placed on
BPA property.” The FEIS should note that the new equipment would be placed on Bureau of
Land Management administered land which the BPA has been granted a right-of-way for the

operation of the Swan Valley Substation.
. 1,
? SV,

Preston A. Sleeger
Acting Regional Environmental Officer

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

€€-9
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Memorandiim

To:.  Govemor Jim Geringer : A E CE ] VE [a)
U.S. Representative Batbare Cubin : g
U.S. Senator Mike Enzi , SEP- - 8 1997,
U.S. Senator Craig Thorras ) . ' !
Senator Grant Larson HOHand & Hart
Senator Clarene Law : . .

Representative Bud Betts
Bill Coltins, Teton County Planning Director
- Kurt Moore, Teton County Planning Department
Mike Gierau, Chairman, Teton County Commissioners
Bob Shervin, Teton County Commissioner
Sandy Shuptrine, Teton County Commissioner
Ann Stephenson, Teton County Comumissioner
Bill Paddleford, Teton County Commissioner
James R. Little, MD, President B.O,D. LVPL, In¢c
Thelma Crook, Vice-President B.O:D. LVPL, Inc
Dean S. Lewis, Secretary-Treasurer B.O.D. LVPL nc
Peter L. Cook, B.O.D. LVPL, Inc
Fred Brog; B.O.D. LVPL, Inc
Rod R. Jensen, B.O.D. LVPL, Inc
Warten Potash, B.O.D. LVPL, Inc
Steve Duem, Attorney at Law
Bill Resor, Snake River Associates

Cc: - Diane M. Connolly, Attomey at Law
"Leonard R. Carlman, Attomey at Law
Phelps H. Swift, Jr., Attorney at Law
Kenneth Cohen, Attomey at Law
Henry C. Phibbs, Attorney at Law

From: Lake Creek I Homeowncr 5 Association / VOl ,
Date: 09/04/97
Re: Comments to DOE/EIS-0267 BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project

Thank you for your past intérest and involvement in this project, especially in obtaining the extension
of the comnment period. BPA will accept comments until September 11, 1997.

As promised, we have enclosed both an executive summary and a copy of the Lake Creek il
Coumuent. We ask that along with comment gene:ated by your own review of the EIS that you
would also endorse and support our comments in writing to BPA. Please feel free to contact us if we
can assist you in any way.

27-5

SEP 88 ‘97 B4 36PN HOLLANDSHART

P.3/17

RECEVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

YOGk JwRYAL- 02- o271

RECEIPT DATE:

P 10ny

sdyrmmmErt99s

Executive Summary of Lake Creek [I Comment - BPA/Lower \.Mley Tragsmlssion Project

After thorough review of the EIS end consultation witlt our legal counse! and technical experts, and despite
our sincere and laborious efforts to be fully included in the process, we believe that our rights under the
National Environumental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Envirorunental Quelity (CEQ), and certain
other laws are being violated. Below are our continting concens:

L

C

it

The EIS Fails to Comply with NEPA
A The EIS Fails to Respond to Sooping Comments

Despite NEPA requi that federal agencies cither respond directly to scoping comiments ot
cite reasons for eliminath Erom d BPA blatantly ignored the follawing:
Consid of relocation of Teton $ or, Discl of impacts specific to properties
surrounding Teton Substation (Property \’alues, \qual EMF and Nonse), ?mvmon of mitigation
for cumulstive impacts specific to prop ng Teton Sub ideration for the

Verdons Landscape Architects® plan
B. The EI$ Fails to Congider a Reasonsble Range of Altematives

The altomative most detri i to areas ding the Teton Substation is under serious

yet 1o such iderati mgwanothe i identified by Lake Creek Il
idents as least detri J: relocstion and ground termination. We ask for the inclusion
of these al ives and that undergrownd termination be included in the body of all line

alternatives under consideration.
C. The E18 Fails to Disclose Curmdative Impagts

The EIS does not contain site-specific evaiuation of the impacts of alternatives within this project.
The EIS neglects to disclose how the noise and EMF levels will change the tranquil and plessant

at our individual homes (near Teton Substation). Technical studies cited in the
appendices relate only to lines, not substations.

Do The EIS Pails to Supply Mitigation for Comulative Negative Iimpacts

The EIS does not include any mitigation for visual impacts or perceived risks, two fotors which
. will degrads our property values; nor does it mention the landseaping plen submitted by Lake

Creek 11 as part of our scoping comments.

What Lake Creek 1 Wents

The residents of Lake Creck I would like full compliance with the b ferenced NEPA and CEQ
reguistions. We desire full impletentation of the Teton Substation Mitigation Action Plan to include the
full Verdone Landscape Architect's Plan as well as all provisions cited in EIS 4.2.2,2 (Recommended
mgauun fos Visual Assessment Ares 7), We elso would fike & cornplete and detaited analysis of all

round termination options, thereby eliminating the need for the 54+ towers st the Teton Substation.

ergr
We would like the §250,000 budget relating to the underground termination option to be unconditionatly
cormmitted for use at the Teton Substation.

ut Conclusion

‘We believe the st ings of the Draft Bnvi ! impact S both violate existing regulgtions

and significantly hamper our capecity for “meaningful participation” in the NEPA process.
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take Creck Acrcs 11 Board of Directors
¥.0. Box 6296 ’
Jackson, WY 83002

September 4, 1997

Lou Driessen, Project Manages
BPA Public Involvement Office .
ACS P.O. Box 12999

Portland, OR 97208

Re: Commems of the Lake Creek Acres I Homeowx.\‘cr.’s Assopiarion on the Environmental
Impact Statement for the BPA/Lower Vallcy Transmission Project..

Dear Mr. Driessen:

After thorough review of the EIS and consultation with ‘_‘oyur 1§gal com.sc_l and technical
experts, and despite our sincere and laborious effforts to be fully included in the process, W .
believe that our rights under NEPA, the CEQ, and certain other laws arc being violated.
Below are our continuing concems:

L “Legal Background .
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requircs each fcdcml agency to
prepare and circulate for public review and comment .2 delaﬂcd‘myummcmal impact
statement (EIS) prior to any major federal action that may tave a.significant effect on the
cnvironment. 42 U.S.C: 4332 (2(C); 40 CFR. 1502.5,1508.3 Robettson v. Mcd\ow Valley
Citizen’s Council, 490 U.S. 332,336,109 S. C. 1835,1839, (1989}, Foundation for N ?h
. American Wild Sheep v, United States Dept. of Agriculture, 681 F. 24 1172, 1177-78 9" Cir.
1 1982). , ‘
In" addition, Counsel on Environmental -Quality (CEQ) regulations .rooo.gmzchdle
criticality of ‘information quality to intelligent decision making. . Information in I\_{hPA
documents “must be of high quality. ~Accurate scientific analysis . - - [is] .e,ssex‘mal‘-lo
implementing NEPA™ 40 CF.R. 1500.1(b) EISs must analyze ll\? effects qf a;cu:ms “which
when viewed with otlier proposed actions have cumulatively significant impacts. 4’0 CER
. 1508.25(aX2) : :

I TheEIS Fails to Comply with NEPA

The EIS fails to meet NEPA's requireraents, failing to include some of the most basic

27'7F inforsmiation required in an EIS, Primarily, the EIS fails to respond to scoping comments, fails

S P.4s17
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277 1o -consider- a range -of reasonable altematives, fails to disclose in adequate detail the
cont cumulative impacts of the project, and fails to provide for mitigation of cumulative negative
L impacts,

‘ A. . The EIS Fails to Regpond 1o Scoping Comments .

NEPA and regulations implementing; it require agencics to' consider comments both
individually and collectively. When the agency determines a comment does not warrant
further response, the agency must at least “explain why the comments do not warrant further
agency response, citing sources, authorities, or reasons which support the agency’s position
and, if appropriate, indicate those circumstances which would trigger agency reappraisal or

. further response. 40 CF.R.1503.4 o .

In our scoping comment dated 5/22/96, we asked that the EIS consider relocation of
27-8 [ the Teton Substation. No where in the Draft EIS is this considered, nor are reasons cited for
its eclimination. - During scoping, we also asked that the EIS provide for mitigation of
cumulative negative impacts from the Teton Substation to the neighboring propertics.. These
27-9 [ impacts include Property. Values, Visual, EMF and Noise. The EIS neglects to disclose both
the impacts and plans for mitigation. ~ Scoping comments published in the 7/10/96 F7/
' pointedly identify our request that BPA evaluate.the cost of achieving a balance in the
27-1 o[ distribution of costs and benefits of -this project, yet the EIS gives no evidence of such
evaluation or that such balance was sought. The EIS also neglects to mention the landscaping

27-11[_ plan submitted by Lake Creek I as part of our scoping comments. :

B.  TheEIS Fails to Consider a Range of Reasonable Altematives

NEPA requires agencies to “study, develop, and describe appropriate altemnatives to
recommended - courses of action in . amy which involves unresolved conflicts
concerning, alternative uses of available resources.” 42 U.S.C. 4332 (2XE) Federal Courts and
CEQ regulations implementing NEPA identify the discussion of alternatives as “the heact” of
the NEPA process. This discussion must be one of sufficient detail, giving no more evidence
for the agency proposed plan than for the alternatives. ‘In fact, Federal Court decisions reflect
the conclusion that, “The exisience of a viable but unexdmined altemative renders an
‘envirc | impact statement inadequate.” Resources Limited v. Robertsot, 35 F.3d 1300,
1307 (9™ Cir. 1993) (quoting ldaho Conservation I.cague v. Mumma, 956 E. 2d 1508, 1519
(" Cir. 1992). The EIS prepared by BPA, however, gives fittle to no consideration to two
viable altematives: relocation of the Teton Substation and underground technology.

The alternativé most detrimental to Lake Creek Il is being examined, yet no evidence ~
27-12 indicates serious consideration of the alternative deemed least destructive by Lake Creek IL
Such imbalance violates the requirernent set by 40 CFR 1502.14 that the EIS, “rigorously
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable altemnatives”, devoting “substantial treatmert
10 each alternative.” - In order that a reasonable range of alternatives be included in tie EIS,
we beligve that relocation of the Teton Substation must also be considered as an altemative.
NEPA makes clear that agencies must examine reasonable alternatives; even where the
agency is without authority to implement -them. 40 C.FR. 1502.14(c). Federal courts
conclude, “the evaluation of ‘alternatives’ mandated by NEPA is to be an evaluation of the

Ge-9
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alternative means to accoraplish the general goal of an action; it is not an evaluation of the

alternative means by which a particular applicant can reach his goals.” Van Abbema V.

Fotnell, 807 F2d 633, 638 (7% Cir. 1986). Agencics cannot use as justification the fact that

they do not own land necessary for the alternative. Federal courts have held that such lack of
ownership alternative sites “is-only -marginatly relevant (if it is relevant at all) to whether .
feasible alternatives exist.” Thus BPA must provide evidence as to the unreasonable nature of
site relocation before summarily dismissing the alternative and must fully consider site

relocation, regardiéss of its authority over land upon which the site would be built.

Int otir coruments during Scoping and Draft preparation, we asked BPA 10 considet
underground technology to reduce the height of cquipment at Toton Substation. The EIS
iricludes Option to the Proposed Agency Action, which- suggests undergrounding the last 400
feet into Teton Substation. This Option, as it is written, may create as many problems as it
solves, due to the need to increase the height of equipment at the Substation and additional
large equipment outside of the Substation yard. The EIS fails to consider the full range of
underground options, including that suggested by Lake Creek Il of burying the last mile of

" line info the Teton Substation. Instead, the EIS focuses discussion on the cavironmental

impact and high cost of burying thirty-six miles of the line. We request disclosure by BPA of
the precise cquipment, exact location and accurate cost estimatcs for the four termination
options at Teton Substation. We do 8o in under the protection of 40 C.F.R. 1502.14, which
requires the agency present the environmental impacts of the proposed action and altematives
in comparative form, sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among
options by the decision maker and the public, Models, renderings and specifications would be
most useful in our analysis. Termination options include: -

A) Ovethead termination of line; B) Undergrounding of last 400 feet into Teton
Substation; C) Undergrounding line from Fish Creck into Teton Substation; D)
Underground termination of all existing and proposed lines into Teton Substation.

" We ask the Underground Termination Option, and its associated -expenses, be
included in the body of all line alternatives being considercd. We also ask that the cost of the
wnderground option be unconditionally committed for use at the Teton Substation. If it is
determined by Lake Creek I that undergrounding is not the best way to mitigate visual
impacts, these funds would supplement the Teton Substation Mitigation Action Plan.

C.  TheEIS Fails to Disclose Cumulative Irpacts

The EIS does not disclose how the vasious alternatives will affect our specific
environment despite CEQ requiretnents that EISs identify “cnvironmental effects and values
in adequate detail * and “succinctly describe the environment of the areas to-be affected ot
created by the altematives under consideration” 40 CF.R. 15022, 1502.15. The EIS fails to
divulge how EMF and noisc levels will increase at our individual properties; to discuss visual
impacts specific (o our individual properties, and to identify the cffect on property values in
Lake Creek [L Such negligence viofates 40 C.F.R. 1508.25 and 1508.27, which mandate that
scope include, “cumulative actions, which when viewed with other proposed actions have
cumulatively significant impacts and should therefore be discussed in the same impact

27-18
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statement” The term “significant” is here defined in terms of both context and inendity,
demanding a site-specific analysis unlike the analysis contained in this EIS. ’

The EIS neglects to disclose exacdy how the noise and EMF levels will change the
tranquil and pleasant environment at our individual homes. What are the noisc levels from
Teton Substation at the substation fence and our homes now? How will they change with the
different alternatives, in pacticular the SVC?  Studies included in Appendix C as evidence of
the low risk of EMF exposure deal only with power lines, not exposure near substations like
the one located in Lake Creek IL BPA states that magnetic ficld levels near the Teton
Substation will decrease with the agency proposed action relative to “all other alternatives.”
Those only include the alternatives actively under consideration by BPA as ‘opposed to alf
alternatives. BPA fails to provide adequate information as to the current levels of EMF and

. how they are expected to change. ;

While bolli the National Research Council and the EPA’s Science Advisory Board
coticludad that a causal link between EMF and: cancer was not established, both committecs
cautioned that “the lack of evidence surrounding EMF does not necessarily mean that' the
issuc/question can be ignored” (EIS C4). . BPA acknowledges the lack of information:

“Because no hazardous effects of clectric or magnetic fields have been confirmed, it is not

possible to identify ‘unsafe’ ficld levels” (EXS C-6).

If BPA recognizes the potential (even if small and unlikely) health.1isks associated
with EMF levels from exposure to power lines, why would they think that citizens would not
make the same mental association? Tsn't.it possible that both current residents and potential
residents of the affected communitics worry about EMF exposure and that the addition of pew
equipment to the Teton substation along with new lines running overhead would increase their
perceived isks, significantly affecting the property values in the region? While logically
inescapable, this factor is not addressed by the EIS. The Property Values analysis uses studies
of urban areas, not the scenic residential of the proposed project; all relating to- lines, not
substations. These studies are not relovaat to this project and do not accurately show the

decrease in property ‘values as a result of BPA's operation of Teton Substation, which is an

identified calegory of impact. ‘
'D. TheEIS Fails to Supply Mifipation for Curnulative Nogative Impacts

“Implicit in NEPA's demand than an agency preparc 2 detailed statement on ‘any
adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemuented’
42 U.S.C. 433%CXii), is an understanding: that NEPA documents will discuss the extent
which adverse effects can be avoided.” Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490
U.S.332, 351-52 (1989). CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require the agency to discuss
possible mitigation- measures: in defining the scope of the EIS, 40 CF.R.1508.25 (b);, in
discussing altematives to the proposed action, 40 CFR 1502.14(f); in discussing
consequences of that action, 40 CF.R. 1502.16(h), and in explaining its wtimate decision, 40
C.FR. 1505.2(c). i

The EIS does not include any mitigation of vigual .impacts or péxccived sk, two
factors whiich will degrade property values. - In Table 2-4 of the EIS, BPA plainty states that
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the visual impacts range from low to high with the agency proposed action, more specifically

that “high impacts would occur at Teton Pass and near Teton Substation.” In the same chart, .

BPA claims, “Property values are not expected ta be adversely impacted over the long-term.”
How can BPA make these statements simultancously? - Perhaps they conclude that property
values generally will not be significantly impacted, but it is unrcasonable to think the high
visual impact near Teton Substation will not affect property values in that arca. In accordance

with regulations requiring site-specific analysis and mitigation for negative - cumulative
impacts, we demand both information regarding the ifnpacts in the area near Teton Substation -

and a mitigation plan to avoid, lessen, or compensate for these inmpacts.

BPA fails also to consider perceived risk in its assessment of visual impacts. While
BPA promises not to ignore the issue of EMF/health hazards and refers 1o their course of
action as “reasonable and prudent,” BP A commits only 10 taking “Jow cast” steps to minimize
exposure (EIS C-6). ‘ .

No where does the EIS mention the landscaping plan submitted by Lake Creek I as

pait of our scoping comments. Consistent with our rights under NEPA and the CEQ and our

Scoping Comments, we request that the EIS adopt visual mitigation per the Verdone
Landscape Architects plan (dated 11713/96, revised 7/29/97). ‘This ‘plan would'screen the
significant cumulative visual impacts at Teton Substation and satisfy the requirement set forth
in 40 C.F.R. 1500.2 that the agency use “all practicable means . . . to restore and enhance the
quality of the human énvironment and avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects.”

In response to this plan, BPA made only a token offer, which has not been accepted by
Lake Creek IL Throughout the EIS, this offer is being misinterpréted as: “landscaping

achieved.” The EIS states that “BPA and surrounding neighbors are putting in landscaping -

that helps screen new substation equipment added in 1993-94" as a mitigation measure. EIS
at 4-4, 4-13. This statement is completely inaccurate. BPA has done nothing to mitigate the
negative visual impacts ‘which resulted from these additions, nor docs the EIS mentior

" expansions which took place in 1995 without regard to NEPA compliance regulations. Even

if this mitigation had occurred, such mitigation would not mitigate the effects of the proposed
new action. Clearly, BPA cannot be aliowed to rely on non-evidenced mitigation of past
actions to meet NEPA requirements to provide a detailed plan for mitigation for the actions
proposed in the EIS. The Verdone Landscape plan is reasonable and the token offer by BPA
is simply inadequate to mitigate the significant cumulative impacts of Teton Substation.

At page 3-8 of the EIS appears an attempted justification to eliminate fieed for further
evaluation of mitigating impacts of the proposed action on the Lake Creek IL residents. The
EIS tries to deflate the impact of the Teton substation expansion by mounting the following
defense: “In years of high snowfall, some resident views would be blocked by snow piles
from the clearing of snow fom the sireets” At 3-15, however, the EIS reports that
precipitation at Jackson annually i8 about 15 inches, not all of which i8 snow.. One could not
logically conclude that snow piles could effectively coficeal the visual contamination that
would result from several fifty-four foot transmission towers.

When “discussing the alternative of the Static Var Compensator (VC), the EIS
mentions design options available to minimize the noise and EMFE of the SVC. - The

27-26
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technologies should be used, cven atestia CXPENsc, 0 protect (he human inhabutatts, pl‘OD?l'()’

values and natural environment as mandated in 40 CLUR 15_():0.2‘ Pursuant to 40 CVIGR.','
1502.14(1), -adequate mitigation shiould be an inherent part of this alteradive and all other

alteratives.

‘Fhe SVC is the most expensive (long terin), the leastieliable, noisiest and most EMIT

intensive of the allematives. 1 is a short-terut solution and is-highly destructive to our .hun'uu\
envitonment.  Siuce the new line will be needed in geven - yoars, it is ‘alsu‘duphcu(lvc.
Collectively, these reasons take the SVC- the worst qllct‘mlivc for the conununity, for ‘Lak_u
Creck It 1cvsidcnm‘ and for the natual enviroient suvounding us. l[lh‘c e allclt\a(:vc i
chosen, we ask that it be cited at another focation, not the Teton Substation.” if the SYL :u}d
“Fetor Substation are sclected as the prefeticd altemative, propeity values compensation will

L besought.

L Couclision

We belicve failures to respond 10 scoping comments, 1o consider a reasonable range of
altematives, 1o idetify cumulative umpacts, and to provide for mitigal.iu‘n of fl(fgal;ve
cumulative inipacts conslitute violations of NEPA segulations atd ill\!)CdC public participation
in the NEPA process. DOL/EIS-0267s lack of information cli_ﬂcal 1o such mcauu:\g(ul
pasticipation ticatens the intended operation of the NEPA process m the BP A/Lower Valley
Transmission roject.

We feel tlic effectivencss of the couunent period was hampered by fack of available

information and failure to respond to our scoping comments. We asked for CU!IS](-‘CInlIOIl of
the big picture, meating past, present and future impacts, ‘l)ul ,iuibmmﬁog was wadequate
reparding all dwoe. 1laving made this tequest in kﬂxc Scoping phus?, we iu“y expcclcd’ﬂx’c
aualysis (o reflect the cumulative frupacts of past, present and 1glum -actions of B As
operations ity the -study area. Whett tlis roquiest was ignored,- we submiitted 2 request for
documents under (e Freedom of Information Act. We feel the commient period stotld be
extended pending 1oceipt and roview of these documicnts.

“Thank you for this opportunity (o cornuent.
Sincerely,

Lake Creek Actes | Homeawner's Association

Board of Directors X

%Amf 7‘/%5141‘14. (ool

Lisa St Martin Cook

P.O. Box 6290
Jackson, WY 83002
(307) 733-1593

LE-9
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Diane M. Connolly

Attorney at Law

2260 Baselinie Road, Suite 100A, Boulder, Colorado 80302
telephone: (303) 541~0033 - facsimile: (303) 541~0098

RECEIVED BY BPA

September 10, 1997 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public Involvement Office RECEIPT DATE: «
Bonneville Power Administration SP 15 ny
P.O. Box 12999

LOGH: [ RVAL-CL- 088

Portland, Oregon 97212

Re:  Comments on the BPA/Lower Valley Transmlssmn Project Draft Environmental -
Impact Statement ("DEIS")

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing these comments on behalf of my client, the Lake Creek Acres I
Homeowners’ Association, which is comprised of nearly fifty individuals who reside on
eighteen residential lots adjacent to'the Teton Substation. The Substation will be
expanded if the proposed alternative in the DEIS is implemented. We appreciate this
opportunity to comment and explain how the DEIS does not meet the statutory
requirements established in National Environmental Protection Act ("NEPA"), 42 us.c
§§ 4321-4370d, the mandates established in the implementing regulations promulgated by
the Council on Environmental Quality, 40 C.F.R. §§ 1500-1517, and applicable case law.

Specifically, the DEIS is deficient because it omits discussion of certain significant
impacts of the project, fails to provide sufficient information about and analysis of
cumulative impacts, and does not address mitigation of the visual impacts on the
residents of Lake Creek Acres II ("Lake Creek II").

L H\JTRQDUCT TON: LEGAL BACKGROUND

NEPA begins with a broad declaration of Congressional intent to protect and
promote environmental quality. 42 U.S.C. § 4331. The Act requires ali agencies that
propose-a major federal action that will significantly affect the quality of the human
environment to prepare a detailed statement of--- '

(i) the environmental impact of the proposed action,

(i) any adverse environmental effects wluch cannot be avoided should the
proposal be implemented,

(i) - alternatives to the proposed action,

(iv) the relationship between local short-term uses of man’s environment and the
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and

(v) any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources.
42 US.C. § 4332.

Courts have interpreted NEPA to require agencies to take a hard look at the
environmental impacts of proposed projects, Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens
Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989), Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 410 n.21 (1976);
including direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b). - "Indirect
effects" include effects "caused by the action that are later in time or farther removed in
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable." 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b).

The United States Supreme Court has clarified that the purpose behmd NEPA is
to ensure that federal agency decision-making is based on "detailed information
concerning significant environmental impacts; [NEPA] also guarantees that the relevant
information will be made available to the larger audience that may also play a role in

both the decisionmaking process and the implementation of that decision." Robertson at -

349. "NEPA ensures that important effects will not be overlooked or underestimated. . .
: Id. "Publication of an EIS, both in draft and final form, also serves a larger
informational role.. It gives the public the assurance that the agency ’has indeed
considered environmental concerns in its decisionmaking process.” Id. (citations

omitted).

The Tenth Circuit recently stated:  "NEPA ensures that a federal agency makes
informed, carefully calculated decisions when acting in such a way as to affect the
environment." Catron County Board of Commissieners v. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:
75 F.3d 1429, 1437 (10th Cir. 1996). The court went on to say that "NEPA -
documentation notifies the public and relevant government officials of the proposed
action and its environmental consequences and informs the public that the acting agency

has considered those consequences." Id:

NEPA, thus, is a statute that mandates collection, analysis and dissemination of -
information. Federal agencies that shirk their duty to examine information about,
evaluate impacts of and review alternatives to proposed actions face litigation that halts
1mplementanon of proposed actions until full NEPA compllanoe occurs. See, e.g. Catron
County supra. .

IL THE DEIS DOES NOT DISCLOSE OR EVALUATE ALL DIRECT IMPACTS
OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

NEPA requires Environmental Impact Statements to include a "detajled ‘
statement" of "the environmental impact of the proposed action." 42 U.S.C. § 4332(C).
The implementing regulations further clarify that "[t]he environmental impact statement
shall succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) to be affected or created by the
alternatives under consideration." - 40 C.F.R. § 1502. The examination of effects or

2
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impacts' ‘must include an evaluation of both direct effects and indirect effects that are
caused by the action and are reasonably foreseeable. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8. 'If an agency
determines that potential effects are insignificant, it must provide a "convincing"

statément of reasons to support that conclusion. Save the Yaak Committee v. Block, 840 ‘

F.2d 714, 717 (9th Cir. 1988), guotmg Steamboaters v. FERC, 759 F.2d 1382, 1393 (9th
Cir. 1985).

The DEIS does not contain a correct or sufficient discussion of the impact the
action will have on property values and salability in the Lake Creek II community. This
issue is discussed ‘in the section-that covers Socioeconomic impacts. In that section, the
DEIS summarily states that "[t]he new line is not expected to cause overall long-term
adverse effects on property values along the existing ROW." DEIS at 4-70. To support
that assertion, the section refers to Appendix G, which contains a brief discussion of a
few studies on the impact of electrical transmission lines on property values.

Significantly, the cited studies addressed property values of homes adjacent to
transmission lines, not transmission stations. It is common s¢nse that the impact of living
near an entire transmission station is greater than the impact of living near a
transmission line. Thus, the studies cited in the DEIS. provide no support for the
conclusion that there will be no long-term adverse impact on property values within Lake
Creek II. The DEIS’s failure to consider the impact of an enlarged transmission station
on neighboring property owners is a significant omission.

Furthermore, none of the studies referred to was conducted in Wyoming or in an
area renowned for its scenic beauty as is Jackson Hole. Certainly, the impact of
enlarging a transmission station depends in large part on the location of that station.
Accordingly, even if the cited studies had examined the effect of transmission stations on
property values, they would still be irrelevant because they do not examine impacts on
areas that have Jackson’s unique attributes.

Another significant impact that is considered then summarily dismissed is the
health hazard associated with EMF. See DEIS Appendix C. BPA reviewed some EMF
exposure studies, but as with the review of property value issues, BPA only examined
studies that pertained to EMF exposure by those who reside near transmission lines, not
transmission stations. ‘Of course, then, the cited studies do not support a casual dismissal
of the impacts of EMF exposure on Lake Creek II residents. Moreover, the EIS
acknowledges that the research on EMF exposure is "suggestive" of harm, yet it shows a
unwillingness to do anything about that hazard when it states that "BPA will take
reasonable low-cost steps to minimize EMF exposure while taking into account operation
and maintenance considerations." Appendix C at C-6.

1 The terms "effects” and "impacts” are synonymous for NEPA purposes. 40

C.F.R. § 1508.8.

3-

II. ~ THE DEIS DOES NOT ADDRESS ALL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND
INDIRECT EFFECTS

NEPA requires federal agencies to look at a broad range of impacts of proposed -
actions. 'NEPA documentation must examine cumulative impacts associated with a
proposed agency action. "The EIS is, by its very nature, a cumulative impacts document.”
Resources Limited, Inc: v. Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300, 1305 (9th Cir. 1994) See also City

* of Tenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1312 (9th Cir. 1990); NRDC v. Callaway,

524 F.2d 79, 87-88 (2d Cir. 1975). ‘NEPA regulations define "cumulative impacts" as:

the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-federal) or person undertakes
such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.

40 C.F.R..§ 1508.7 (emphasis added).

The CEQ regulations and federal case-law also require agencies to disclose the
direct and indirect environmental effects that a federal action will have on non-federal
lands. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8; See City of Davis v. Coleman, 521 F.2d 631, 677-81 (9th Cir.
1975)(agency must analyze development impacts in EIS when federal approval of a
highway project is likely to have impacts on development of surrounding area, );
Coalition for Canyon Preservation v. Bowers, 632 F.2d 774, 783 (9th Cir. 1980);. Sierra
Club v. Marsh, 769 F.2d 868, 877-89 (Ist Cir. 1985)(agency failure to consider private
development impacts that were likely to result from its approval of causeway and port
facility rendered NEPA documentation inadequate.)

Similarly, related broposals‘ must be considered for decision together in a single
EIS. Thomas v. Peterson, 753 F.2d 754, 758 (9th Cir. 1985); 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(a).

This NEPA requirement prevents the division of a ‘project into multiple "actions," each of ;

which individually might have a lesser environmental impact but which collectively have a
substantial impact. Thomas, 753 F.2d at 758. )

Actions are "connected" and, therefore, must be evaluated in a single EIS if one -
action:

@) Automatlcally triggers other actions which may require envxronmental impact
statements;

(ii) Cannot or w111 not proceed unless other acnons are taken prewously or
simultaneously;

4.
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(iii) Is an interdependent parts of a larger action and depends on the larger
action for its justification. .

40 C.F.R. § 1508.25.7

— Whether viewed as a failure to examine all cumulative impacts, indirect effects or
connected actions, the DEIS fails to meet NEPA’s mandate to take a broad view of the
impacts of a proposed action. The DEIS neither looks forward nor back in time to
review the effects of the proposed action in the context of past and future associated
actions. There is a terse statement that "[t]here would be cumulative impacts to
neighbors of Teton Substation from adding equipment to the substation. . . . As utility
infrastructure continues to be needed, this conflict can continue." DEIS at 4-5. This

28-3| brief statement does not rise to the required level of analysis, and the fact that past
. expansion was performed without any NEPA analysis underscores the need for an

examination of the impact of the proposed expansion coupled with the past expansion.

BPA cannot satisfy its duty to provide cumulative impact analysis by simply stating that

there will be cumulative impacts from the proposed expansion. Rather, those cumulative

L impacts must be listed and evaluated.

— While the DEIS at least mentions that there are cumulative impacts associated
with past expansion, the DEIS is entirely devoid of any reference to the cumulative
impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable additional expansion of the Teton
Substation in the future. The DEIS also omits any mention or discussion of the
cumulative impacts of the residential and commercial development that is a reasonably
foreseeable result of the increased provision of electricity that would be made possible by
the proposed agency action.  That development is the motivating factor behind the
project, and its impacts must be addressed in the EIS in order for that document to

\— fulfill the mandates of NEPA.

28-4

IV. THE DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION IN THE DEIS IS INADEQUATE

NEPA: regulations require that an EIS:

(1) “include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed
action or alternatives,” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(f); and

(2) “include’ discussions of: Means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts (if
not fully covered under § 1502.14(f))” 40 CF.R. § 1502.16(h).

2 -

Only one of the three elements need be. present to find a connected action.
E.g., Town of Huntington v. Marsh, 859 F.2d 1134, 1142 (2d Cir. 1988) (connected action
based solely on subsection (iii)), cert. denied, 494 U.S. 1004 (1990); Alpine Lakes, 838

F. Supp. at 482 (same).

5.

28-5 F

The Council on Environmental Quality has a]so,stated that “[a]ll relevaﬁt, reasonable
mitigation measures that could improve the project are to be identified, even if they are

_outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency or the cooperation agencies.” Forty Most

Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations, 46
Fed. Reg. 18026, 18031 (March 23, 1981).

In addition; the agency proposing a major federal action is required to "[s]tate
whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the
alternative selected have been adopted, and if not, why they were not.. A monitoring and
enforcement program shall be adeted and summanzed where applicable for any
mitigation." 40 C.F.R.

§ 1505.2(c)(emphasis added).

NEPA requires that mitigation measures be reviewed during the NEPA process --
not in some future decision shielded from public scrutiny. "[O]mission of a reasonably
‘complete discussion of possible mitigation measures would undermine the “action-
forcing’ function of NEPA. Without such a discussion, neither the agency nor other
interested groups and individuals can properly evaluate the severity of the adverse
effects.” Robertson at. 353.

Appellate Courts have invalidated NEPA documents that rely on unspecified
future actions to mitigate or avoid environmental impacts. Oregon Nat. Resources -
Council v. Marsh, 52 F.3d 1485 (9th Cir. 1995) (Elk Creek Dam II); Oregon Nat.
Resources Council v. Marsh, 832 F.2d 1489, 1493 (9th Cir. 1987)(Elk Creek Dam I),

rev'd on other grounds, 490 U.S. 360 (1989), California v. Block, 690 F: 2d 753 (Sth Cir.
1982).

The United States Supreme Court has reaffirmed the statutory and regulétory
requirements that mitigation measurés be included in an EIS:

To be sure, one important ingredient of an EIS is the discussion of steps that can be
taken to mitigate adverse environmental consequences. . . . Implicit in NEPA’s
demand that an agency prepare an detailed statement on "any adverse environmental
effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented, " is an
understanding that the EIS will discuss the extent to which adverse effects can be
avoided. . . .Without such a discussion [of mitigation measures] neither the agency
nor other interested groups and individuals can properly evaluate the severity of the
adverse effects.

Robertson at 352 (citations:omitted). . As Robertson makes clear; mitigation must be -
"discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that environmental consequences have been fairly
evaluated.” Id.

The DEIS states that "BPA and surrounding neighbors are putting in landscaping that

6-
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28-8

helps screen new substation equipment added in 1993-94" as a mitigation measure. DEIS at
4-4, 4-13. First, and most importantly, this statement is not correct.  No landscaping plan
has been agreed upon or implemented.  BPA has done nothing to mitigate the negative
environmental impacts of the 1993-94 expansion, which, incidentally, was done without
compliance with NEPA. Second, even if some mitigation of past expansion had been done,
that mitigation of past effects-does not mitigate the effects of the new proposed action that is
the subject of the DEIS. It should be obvious that BPA cannot rely on non-existent
mitigation of past agency actions to meet its duty to provide a detailed plan for mitigation of
its new proposed action. - Third, even if the mitigation referred to were implemented and did
somehow relate to the proposed new expansion, the discussion of mitigation still fails to meet
the statutory requirement that it be "reasonably complete.” See Robertson at 352, Simple
reference to landscaping without more detail about that landscaping cannot be considered
“"reasonably complete,” and, thus, does not comply with NEPA.

The DEIS also states that mitigation of the effects of the proposed action. will occur
via coordination of "design and placement of new structures and equipment” with Teton
Substation neighbors. DEIS at 4-4, 4-13. Design and placement of structures and equipment
cannot do much to mitigate visual impacts because of the significant height required for the
structures that are required for the project. This discussion of mitigation without even
considering mitigation such as the detailed landscaping plan prepared by Lake Creek II fails
to meet the requirements of ‘NEPA.

In another section, the DEIS appears to use the "snow.pile defense" to any need for a
serious examination of mitigating the impacts of the proposed project on the Lake Creek II
residents: The DEIS -attempts to diminish the impact of the Teton Substation expansion by
stating that "in years of high snowfall, some resident views would be blocked by snow piles

* from the clearing of snow. from the streets." DEIS at 3-8. At the same time, the DEIS

states that Jackson receives fifteen inches of precipitation annually ¢and not all of that is from
show). DEIS at'3-15 . It is absurd to think that snow piles could effectively hide the visual
contamination caused by several fifty-four foot transmission towers.

Finally, because the DEIS denies the socioeconomic impact of decreased property
values and salability on Lake Creek II or the increased health risks associated with EMF
exposure, it is also inadequate because it fails to address mitigation of those adverse
impacts. :

V. THE DEIS DOES NOT ADEQUATELY CONSIDER ALTERNATIVES TO THE
AGENCY: PROPOSED ACTION ,
The consideration of a range of alternatives is "the heart of the environmental impact
statement.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. It is "absolutely essential to the' NEPA ‘process that the
decisionmaker be provided with a detailed and careful analysis of the relative environmental
merits and demerits of the proposed action and possible alternatives, a requirement that we
have characterized as.‘the linchpin of the entire impact statement.”" NRDC v. Callaway;

-

28-9

28-10

524 F.2d 79, 92 (2d. Cir. 1975). "The existence of a viable but unexamined alternative

renders an-enyironmental impact statement inadequate.” Resources Limited v. Robertson, 35
F.3d 1300, 1307 (9th Cir. 1993) (quoting Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, 956 F.2d
1508, 1519 (9th Cir. 1992)

Both NEPA and the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. §§ 551-559, require that
an agency’s determinations be supported by factual information in the decision documems

- “The agency must explicate fully its course of inquiry, its analysis and its reasoning. ! Dubois

v. U.S. Department of Agriculture, 102 F.3d 1273, 1287 (1st Cir. 1996). An agency
decision must always have a rational basis that is both stated in the written decision and
demonstrated in the administrative record accompanying the declslon Kanawha v. Hocking
Coal & Coke Co.. 112 IBLA 365, 368 (1990).

BPA provided the most thorough-analysis to its preferred alternative, but the other
alternatives received only cursory summaries. For example, conservation as an alternative
was summarily dismissed because previous conservation efforts did not reduce energy
demand as much-as BPA believes is needed. DEIS at 2-15. The DEIS contains no
discussion, however, of how past conservation efforts could be improved upon so that
conservation provides a more effective method of reducing the demand for electricity and *
thus perhaps obviating the need for increased electrical supply.

Another alternative that would significantly reduce impacts to adjacent landowners but
that is not included at all in the DEIS is a partially buried line. This alternative would bury

 the portion of the new line as well as the existing line from Forest Service land to the Teton

Substation. The trees at the perimeter of the Forest Service land would hide the ninety foot
tower, required at the point immediately before the line went underground, and would
minimize the impacts on the Snake River Ranch and Lake Creek.II residents.

V. CONCLUSION

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. The residents of Lake Creek II look forward to working with you to improve the
document and satisfy their concerns about the significant impact that the proposed expanswn
will have on their neighborhood.

Sincerely,

éx o s G ( kf\
fane M. Connolly )

Attorney for Lake Creek Acres II
Homeowners” Association

-9
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* Lake Creek Il Homeowner’s Assn.

.0, Box 340, Goldan, Colorado 80402
N oo . . (303) 2707607  Fax (303) 279-7597

r 11, 1997 RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
LOGH: Lwevhe-o62- 021

Attn: Lisa St. Martin Cook RECEIPT DATE:
P.0O. Box 3335 : . $EP 15 1

Septem

Ms. Cook:

Peak Power Engineering, Inc. has been commissioned by Lake Creek 11 Homeowner's
Associstion to review the draft EIS developed to examing various options to increase power
availability and reliability into the Jackson Hole area. Peak Power Engineering has extensive
experience in the design and construction of both substations and transmission lines and as a
technical expert for Lake Creek Il Homeowner’s Association would like to offer the following
ts yegarding the Draft DOE/ELS 0267,

A The following scoping comments were submitied and not addressed or not fuily
addressed in the Draft EIS:
1. = 'Relocation of the Teton Substation .
2. Converting the existing as well as the new transmission lines
- entering/leaving Teton Substation to underground

3. ‘Utilization of low profile equipment at the substations
4. Reduction of height and girth of Teton Substation.
S Include impacts of noise, especially to residential areas.” (SVC alternative)

B Part of the scoping comments of direct concern to Lake Creek IT have been
included. However, not all scoping comments have been addressed nor have
some of the scoping comments been addressed sufficiently. Relocation of the
Teton Substation was not addressed in any form in the Draft EIS. Itis beleived
that relocating the Teton Substation would eliminate any existing cumulative
effects of the substation on the homeowners and also prevent any future impacts.
Discussians of this alternative aiid cost estimates have not been included in the
Draft EIS. - ’

C.  Converting transmission lines to underground installations into and out of Teton
Substation was addressed only in the Agencies Proposed Action and as to only the
‘1ast 400 f info the substation. Lake Creek Il requested consideration and cost

Scptcn;bu 11, 1997: Lake Creek 11 Homewmr“: Assoclation 97-1188\commentitr
Draft DOE/EIS 0267 Evaluation . - —Pagelof 3

29-3
CQnt.
5
29-4
.
29-5

Cot. BULLUERS livirss500s [

s

&
2]

‘cstimates be given for burying the now incoming line and the three existing
incoming/outgoing lines and to remove the existing 54 ft overhead dead-end
structures at Teton Substation, replacing them with zwch fower underground
termination structures. Underground entrance of ail lines would require the
jnstallation of new foundations and steel fermination structures in the substation
and repairs to the existing ground grid/conduit where the new ceble trench is
routed. Replacing the existing lines or reducing the height of the existing
structures af Teton Substation was not addréssed in the Draft EiS.

Lake Creek 11 also requested options be examined that reduce the girth and do not
increase noise levels at Teton Substation. The SVC alteriative would both
increase the size of the substation and provide another noise source in the area.
While the SVC would comiply with the Teton County noisc regulations, itis
believed thatt 1 of an SVC at Teton Substation would not comply with
the intent of Section 2390 (A).of Teton County’s review swendards that fequire,
“tilities to be located and designed to pinimize impacis on nature, scenic,
agricultural and residential objectives.” To minimize the impacts of the
installation of an SVC the equipment tequired by the SVC could be placed in an
enclosed structure whick would minimize visual and effectively eliminate noise
impacts to the surrouniding areas. The cost of installation of the SYC wit the
intent of minimizing it's impact would be much more expensive than that -
estimated in the Draft EIS.

5w

Throughout Section 2 of the raft FIS, particuiarly Table 2-4 Visuels and
Recreation, impact to the areas surrounding Teton Substation are considered high
impactareas. Itis also outlined in the discussion of all alternatives, except the No
Action Alternative, that impacts around the Teton Substation would increase.

hiese negative impact statements are then followed with the Property Impact
Studies section in Appendix G that property values are expected to
decrease/increase in the range of -1.05% to +1.46%. It is believed by Lake Creek
1 residents that property values will be significantly impacted by any additions to
Teton Substation and that the studies that were performed in Seattle, Vancouver
arc substantially different in location and nature to accurately reflect what would
happen in the Jackson Hole area.

In conclusion, our opinions are summarized below:

29-6 [ A

B.
29-7

Sepromber 11, 1997; Lake Croek Il Homeowner's Assoclation

Scoping comments should be thoroughly analyzed with regard to: Noise level,
Mitigation of visual impacts and Use of underground technologies.

The SVC altemative has the highest impact on Lake Creek 11, is the least reliable
and most expensive alternative irl the long run and is & short term corrective action |
for the voltage problem. While it may be a viable alternative, it appears to be the
Teast attractive alternative in terms of human impact and technical effectiveness.

97-1188\comment fie

Dreft DOE/EIS 0267 Evaluation . . _ Pagelof3

sasuodsay pue sjuswiwo) — g Jardeyd



Comment Letters

29-8

; D.
29-9 [

The use of usderground technologies should be fully cxplored in the effort to
minimize visual impacts to property owners and other parties that could be_
affected by the new installations.

Cumulative unpacts of previous equipment placed at Teton Subsiation should be
examined. Devaluation of property and commensurate mmganon should be

seriously analyzed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS. If you have any questions or
comments, please give me a call at (303) 279-7607.

Smcerely,

\

ol

Trevor K. Pfaff
Project Engineer - Principal

September 11, 1997: Lake Creck 1L Homcownes’s Assoclation
Deaft DOE/ELS 0267 Evaluation

97-1188\comment.ltr
_ Pagedof 3
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 Fop: oy DeizssEN E
L/qu V(Lb (i fﬂuo \VWM.LL(\J' LOG#: LWRVA L-02- 030
JQ'CA g 0. &6){ \lzq%C) REGEIPT DATE: ‘w i

Prrflend , O 9720%

Executive Summary of Lake Creek H Commuent - BPA/Lower Valicy '{ransmlsslun Prqﬁect

Septen Lo 23l

[ After thorough review of the EIS and consultation with ous legal cousisel and technical experts, and despite

our sincete and faborious efforts to be fully inclizded in the process, we believe that our rights under the
National Envirosunenta Policy Act (NEFA}, the Council on Environmeniai quuh{y (CEQ), and cerizin
other laws are being violated. Below are ourcontinuing concerms: -

1

iR

The 1esidents of Lake Creek 11 would like full compli
regulations. We desire full itnp} i
full Verdone Landscape Architect’s Plan as well as all provisions cited in WEIS4222 (Recormmended ~

The EIS Fails to Comply with NEPA

A The EIS Fails to Respond to Scoping Comments

Despite NEPA 1equi that federal agencies either d directly to scoping commenis ot
cite reasons fox eliminating o from ideration, BPA blatantly ignored the following:
Consideration of relocation of Teton Substation, Disc} of impacts specific to propertics

susrounding Teton Substation (Property Values Vm\ml EMF and Nmse), Provmon of mitigation

for cunulatve itnpacts speuﬁc {0 propesties 1g Teton Sut ion for the
Verdote Landscepe Archil plm Considecation for the quitabl du;mbu‘xm\ of negative
cumulative iinpaots.
B. 1¢ BIS Fails to Considey ouable of Aliermative
e ail ive most deti (al {0 areas ing the Teton Subslation is under sedous
couszde.m.on, yet no such consideration is given to the ﬁl\eirahves identified by Lake Creek I

Jeuts a5 least detai 1 relocation and B3 ion. We ask for the inclusion
of thess a} ives and that wid d ination be icluded in'the body of eli jine

altematives under consideration. We request also the inclusion of conservation as a component in
cach alternative instead of as a single and separate sliemative (one whicl was dismissed by BPA).

C. The EIS Fails to Pisclose Cuinulative Iinpacts

The BiS does not contain site-specific evaluation of the impacts ofaltematsvé§ within this project.
The EIS neglects to disclose how the noise and EMF levels will change the tranquil and pleasant

envisonments et our individual homes (near Teton Substation). Techaical studies cited in the
appendives relate only to niot substations. The ES fails to m-tss population and related
growih tiat may result fiom the expansion of powcx résources.

. D L’l\c EIS Fails to Supply Mitigstion for Cgmyh_lu; Negetive Imﬂc?.s

The EIS does not include eny mitigation for visuel impacts of perceived sisks, two factors whish
will degrade our propeity values; nor does it mention the lendscapmg plan submitted by Lake -

.- Creek Il a8 part oL our scoping comments. The failutes of the ElS to identily the cumu!suvc

itmpacts listed in (C.) lead to weak and gupsm 1g those
categones of impacts. No inft ion is ly available regarding the unpum of substation
expausion on property value, lesving msxdems at a disadvantage when ing the faimess of
proposeduuhguum:. We request that BPA provide such inf ion (ifin ion) o prop
e wnmussmn of a focal study to acquire information specific to the eco-sensitive area

ig the Teton Substati .

What Lake Creek Il Wants

wi!llthc b £
of the Teton Sub Miti

d NEPA and CEQ
Action Plan to include the -

-9
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i Mitigation for Visual Assessment Area 7). We also would like o complete end detatled analysis of ell
undergrowd tenuination options, thereby eliminating the sieed for the 34-R. towers at the Tew1 Sulw(ahon
We would like the $230,000 budget relating to the undeigr jor option to be
conunitted for uss at the Teton Subsiation.

30-1 ‘ .
cont. . Conclusion

We bslieve the shor s of the Draft E;
and significantly hampet our cspacity for “meaningful participation” in the NEPA process

al hnpact S

By signing befow, you aro endorsing the abeve posiﬁnn exprestod by Lake Creei 1L

15 e Print Sigmatus Address ’

Susml Kmaﬁ /JM«\D?mj- 7.0 g°>° “’0 W, (SN\IW

both violats existing regulations

€30y

31-1 [
312

PO. 7box 332
Loilsen, Wy 3014

9/2/97

) e i e, y

Bonneville Power Administration RECEIVEL v '

Public Involvement Office EUBUG[N&\L N

PO Box 12999 0k LIRVAL-02- o3y

Portland, OR 97208 RECEIPT Dt P
SP

Attention: - Lou Dreisen i v toea

Project Manager

Upen Turthsr. review of -the Draft EIS for the BPA/Lower Valley Transmission
Project, I note that the following information, requested in Scoping Comments
is absent from the draft document. T feel these issues have sincere validity
and should be explored in- detail, as well as their related mitigation
measures. I also favor their implementation.

1. Reducing. the Teton Substation "superstructure" with the use of current
and underground technologies. Analysis of the cumulative impacts and related
mitigation measures which have resulted at Teton Substation, ‘past, present and
future, as required by NEPA.

2. An extensive short..and long range Mitigation Program to reduce and
prevent visual ‘impacts to property owners neighboring the Teton Substation
should be analyzed and implemented. It is my understanding that Lake Creek II

. 'HOA ‘has submitted a proposed landscape plan.

3.  Consider the cost/benefit analysis to bury both the existing line and the
new line from Fish Creek into Teton Substation.. I find 1ittle or no reference
to this comment and no specific data indicating it has been analyzed.

4. The Draft EIS includes an option to underground the last 400 feet of
transmission Tine into Teton Substation. Absent from the document is the
‘detail of the actual equipment; its placement and the resultant impacts and
mitigations from this option.

5. It is my understanding that BPA/LVPL. committed to providing

photos, models, cost estimates and specifications for the undergrounding
options to Lake Creek II HOA. I wish to review this material as well. To
date, only color photos attempting to simulate the impacts have been provided,
however they are not adequate to assess the various impacts. I would request
that the public process not be closed until adequate data has been provided to
the public, so that reasonable and intelligent comments may be made.

Thank you for your prompt response.

: ﬁ%e.k QM&%‘ %
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RECEIVED BY BPA

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

LOGH#:  [fiup AL -0 L - a3 2
RECEIPT DATE:

P 16 8%

September 8, 1997

Executive Summary of Lake Creek II Comment - BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project

— Abler thorough review of the EIS and consultation with our legal counsel and technical experts, and despite

our sincere and laborious efforts to be fully included in the process, we believe that our rights under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), and certain
other laws are being violated. Below are our continuing concerns:

L The EIS Fails o Comply with NEPA

A The EIS Fails to Respond to Scoping Comments

Despite NEPA 1 ts that yederal ag either respond directly to scoping comments or
cite reasons for eliminating ¢c from ideration, BPA blatantly ignored the following;
Consideration of relocation 'of Teton Substation; Disclosure of impacts specific to properties
surrounding Tetoi Substation (Property Values, Visual, EMF and Noise), Provision of mitigation
for curnulative impacts specific to properties surrounding Teton Substation; Consideration for the
Verdone Landscape Architects’ plan; Consideration for the equitable distribution of negative .
cumulative impacts. - E

B. The EIS Faxls to Consider a Réasonable Range of Alternatives

‘The alternative tiost detrimental to areas surrounding the Teton Substation is under sefous
consideration, yet no such consideration is given to the allemiatives identified by Lake Creek 1[,
residents as least detrimental: relocation and underground termination. 'We ask for the inclusion
of these alternatives and that underground tenmination be included in the body ofall line
alternatives under consideration. We request also the inclusion of conservation as a component in
each alternative instead of as a single and separate altemnative {one which was dismissed by BPA).

C. The EIS Fails to Disclose Cumulative Impacts

The EIS does not contain site-specific evaliration of the impacts of alternatives within this project.
The EIS neglects to disclose how the rioise and EMF levels will change the tranquil and pleasant
environments at our individual homes (near Teton Substation). Technical studies cited in the
appendices relate only to lines, not substations. The EIS fails to address population and related
growth that may result from the expansion of power resources.

D. The EIS Fails to Supplv Mitigation for Cumnulative Negative Impacts

‘The EIS does not inchide any mitigation for visual impacts or perceived risks, two factors which
will degrade our property values; nor does it the landscaping plan submitted by Lake
Creek II as part of our scoping comments. The failures of the EIS to identify the cumulative
inpacts listed in (C:) lead to weaknesses and gaps in prosposed mitigations regarding those
categories of impacts. No information is currently available regarding the impacts of substation
expansion on propetty value, leaving residents at a disadvanlage when assessing the faimess of

proposed mitigation. We request that BPA provide such information (if in possession) or propose !

the conmnission of a local study to acquire information specific to the eco-sensitive area -
surounding the Teton Substation.

L What Lake Creek 11 Wants

The residents of Lake Crezk Tl would like full compliance with the above-referenced NEPA-and CEQ -
regiilations. We desire full implementation of the Teton Substation Mitigation Action Plan to include the
full Verdone Landscape Architect’s Plan as well as all provisions cited in EIS 4.2:2.2 (Recommiended

321
cont.

Mitigation for Visual Assessment Area 7). We also would like a complete and detailed analysis of all
underground termination options, thereby eliminating the need for the 54-ft. towers at the Teton Substation.
We would like the $250,000 budget relating to the underground termination option to be unconditionalty
commtitted for use at'the Teton Substation.

- HL Conclusion

We bg]ieye the shortcomings of the Draft Environmental Inipact Stat Dboth violate existing regulations
and significantly hamper our capacity for “meaningful participation” in the NEPA process. -

By signing below, you are endorsing the above position expreséeil by Lake Creek II.

Naie (Please Prinf)

Address

£ B 272, (0Fam, oy Sy

Jeﬂ Bahid m?%‘; Pofax 252 Wwilsm, Wy €301

S¥-9
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ST ) ; B .

3 & g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
S REGION 10
% pact® . 1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Waghington 988101

September 11, 1997

‘Reply To . Ref: 97-036-BPA
_AtinOf: ECO-088

RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
LOG#; CLRUAL 5720

Public Involvement Office - ACS
" Bonneville Power Administration

)

3

P.O. Box 12999
Portland, Oregon 97212

RECEIPT DATE: - -
. SEP 1 B 199

Dear Sir/Madam:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (draft EIS) for the proposed
BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project in accordance with our responsibilities under the
National Environmental Policy Act and §309 of the Clean Air Act. The draft EIS analyzes
alternatives related to-the potential construction and operation of a 115-kV electrical transmission
line through the Targhee and Bridger-Teton National Forests linking BPA substations located in
Bonrieville County, Idaho and Teton County, Wyoming.

Based on our review, we have assigned a rating of LO (Lack of Objections) to the
Agency Proposed Action. This rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the
Federal Register. A copy of the rating system used in our review of the EIS is enclosed for your
reference.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this-draft EIS. Should you have any questions,
please feel free to contact me at (206) 553-8561.

Sincerely,

L //7
I f i
4/[\4{//‘/0 —
" William M. Ryan

Environmental Review Team

Enclosure

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Envi 1 Impact
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

L0 - - Lack of Objections

The Environméntal Protection Agency {EPA) review has not identified any potential
environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have
disclosed opportunities for. application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no
more than minor changes to the proposal. B

EC - - Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identifiedenvironmental impacts that should be avoided in order to
fully protect the environment, Corrective measures may require changes.to the preferred
alternative or application of mitigation measures that.can reduce these impacts.

EO - - Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided ‘in
order .to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require
substantial changes to the preferred alterhative or consideration of some -other project
alternative (including the no-action alternative or a new alternative}. EPA intends to work with
the lead agehcy to reduce these impacts.

BU - - Envi 1ly Unsati

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient
magnitude that théy are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or
environmental guality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency .to reduce these impacts. ~ If the
potential unsatisfactory impacts are not ‘corrected at the-final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement
Category 1 - - Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the
preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the. project or
sction. No further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the
addition of clarifying language or .information. .

Category 2 - - Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EBA to fully.assess
environmental impacts that should-be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the
EPA reviewer has.identified new reasonaby available alternatives that are within the spectrum of
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the
action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be included
in the final EIS. : .

Category 3 - - Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available
alternatives that.are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which
should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA
believes that the identified.additional informatien, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a
magnitude that they should have full publiic review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that
the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and.or
Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised -and made available for public comment in
a supplemental or revised draft EIS. ©On the basis of the.potential significant impacts involved,
this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ-

* . From £PA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the
Environment. February, 1987. : :
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FILE

30 East Simpson Street - -
Tost Office Box 3394
Jackson Hole, Wyoming 83001-3394
(307) 733-7881

September 10, 1997

Lou Driessen, Project Manager -
BPA Public Involvement :
Office RE: Comunent in . -reply to.
P.O. Box 12999 BPA/Lower Valley Power and Light
Portland, OR 97208 Transmission - Project - Draft
: Environmental Impact Statement;-
via fax to 503-230-5699 DOE/EIS-0267
Dear Mr. Driessen,

I write in my capacity as an attorney on retainer to the Lake Creek Acres
1l Homeowner's Association (Lake Creek II). Tam also a resident of Teton
County, Wyoming, and am familiar with environmental concerns here.

Broad context:

Virtually since the first settlers arrived in Jackson Hole, modern people
have recognized a duty of stewardship toward this unusually striking physical
landscape. Not all, but many local residents, including those at Lake Creek Ii,
appreciate the role of private property owners in using their property in a
manner which pérmits the broader public interest in the sheer landscape

_beauty of Teton County, Wyoming, to be respected and preserved.

In its capacity as public entity leaders and experts in power transmis-
sion, we ask BPA to please join the now time-honored and broadly based
effort to reéspect the scenic beauty of Jackson Hole. : R

My clients and 1 are electric power consumers; we seek to be respectful
of the public fisc; we also strive to find the proper balance between the
“progress” of more ‘electric power, our duties as protectoxs of dur own prop-
erty values, and the tremendous public commitment made by so many
people over the last one hundred years to maintain the profound visual
splendor of Jackson Hole. Power lines and substations are among the various
intrusions into that beauty; they are among the most severe.

Post-It™ brand fax transmittal memo 7671 ‘ﬁaf:pageu > %

Fax (307) 7337882

To .

a. e

From
""" Lon Coxlumpat )

B Py N T

34-1

34-3

RECEIVED BY BPA .
PUELIC INVOLVEMENT @9/15/1997 23:58 397733758200 HESSANDCARLMANN. FAGE
LOG# L WRUAL- 02 -0 3y : o :

ey T Leonard R. Carlman

~CEIPT DATE: . . y

&P 168G Attorney at Law Lou Dnes?en, I’m)ectMa.nagc.x
) Law OQffices bf Frank Hess and Leonard R. Carlman BPA Public Involvement Office o
v Lo Comment in reply to BPA/LVP&L : *

Transmission Project Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement; DOE/EIS-0267
September 10,1997

Page 2

Depending on their location, the lines and substations affect some
people more, others less. The proposed action has the potential to benefit
many electric power users, but falls hard with impacts on the comparatively
few people who live and own property near the facilities. Where there is
such an obvious and capable cost sharing and burden distributing mechanism
- the kilowatt hour price -- the benefit to all of a new power line should come
at the equal expense of all, and not at the disproportionate expense of a few.

I gkg’ Creek 11, Connolly comments; revised DEIS:

I have read the separate and independent DEIS comments of the Lake
Creek I Board of Directors of P.O. Box 6296, Jackson, Wyoming, and those of
attorney Diane Connolly of 2260 Baseline Road, Suite 100A, Boulder,
Colorade; my letter presumes those comments are in your possession and -
that you have read them: Iendorse those comments. On the basis of those
comments alone it is apparent that the DEIS as presented is sufficiently flawed
as to merit publication of a revised Draft EIS, and not a Final EIS and Record
of Decision. Please proceed to a revised DEIS, and not a Final EIS.

'EIS level analysis: information supply:
Thank you for recognizing that the proposed action of importing more

electrical power into Jackson Hole, Wyoming, is a major federal action with
significant consequences for the human environment. EIS level treatment is

_‘proper; the Bonneville Fower Association’s (BPA) and Lower Valley Power &

Light Cooperative's (LVP&L) decision to proceed on that level of public noti-
fication and involvement, informational disclosure, alternative action
development, and accountable decision-making should provide all of s with
the chance to have meaningful participation in this propesed actjon.

However, and despite their substantial and impressive efforts to date,
the Lake Creek Il homeowners have not been able to participate in this pro-
posed action and its EIS process to the extent envisioned in the National
Environmental Policy Act. As directly indicated in their comment letter to
you, they have sought relevant and reasonable information with which to
educate themselves and better participate in the process. Their efforts have
recéived an inadequate response from BPA. :

“Would you please review all correspondence you have received from
Lake Creck If regarding this NEPA process and propased action, including -

L9
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34-3
cont.

34-4

34-5

34-6

34-7 r

Lou Driessen, Project Manager

" BPA Public Involvement Office

Comment in reply to BPA/LVP&L
Transmission Project Draft Environ~
mental Impact Statement; DOE/EIS-0267
September 10,1997 ‘ :
Page 3 .

their scoping statement reply and all other letters, and, in a timely manner,
provide them with the information they have requested? If you determine -
that you cannot supply them with the information they seek, would you

_please state specifically each item for which you cannot be responsive, and

state yaur‘rea'son for doing so?
NEPA alternative array:

The DEIS includes an atray of alternatives to the proposed action.
However, the array as presented does not include two potentially successful
options: First, there is no presentation of an alternative which would place
the transmission lines underground from the Bridger-Teton National Forest
boundary, west of the Fish Creek waterway and west of Fish Creek road, to the
Teton substation. The EIS suggestions of ejther a four hundred foot effort or a
thirty-six mile effort are, respectively, too little and too much; neither serves
the public, Please include an option of placing the line, from the National
Eorest boundary to- the Teton substation, beneath the ground.

Please also indicate how the line's passage from below ground to above

- ground may be kept as visually imperceptible as possible:

Second, there is no-alternative which applies state of the art engineer-
ing, technology and landscaping capabilities to mitigating the past and fore-
seeable visual impaets of the Teton substation. For example, the current 54
foot towers at the substation may be almost two times higher than is techno-
logically necessary. Please state if 28 foot towers, or towers of any height less
than 54 feet, may be substituted for the present 54 foot devices. If lower
towers are possible, please incorporate their use with an alternative which
also establishes maximum landscaping screening near and around the Teton
substation.” Please include in this alternative the lowest profile, least noisy
equipinent; in addition to the towers, available for use at Teton substation.

From the economically and technically inefficient "SVC" option to the
possible "full underground™ aption, and all between those, there will remain
a need to.mitigate the visual effects of the Teton substation. A maximum
landscaping at Teton substation analysis should be incorporated in all alterna-
tives. Pleage do so. :

Please reject the "SVC alternative." The tables at pages 2-23 and 238 of
the DEIS, and other data pregent elsewhere in the document, indicates this®

@9/16/1937 - 00: 80 387733788200 . HESSANDCARLMANN. PAGE 04

Lou Driessen, Project Manager

BPA Public Involvement Office

Comument in reply to BPA/LVP&L
Transmission Project Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement; DOE/EIS-0267

September 10, 1997

Page 4
34-7 alternative is the worst possible choice. It should have been "eliminated
cont. from further consideration” per Chapter 2.6.

Cumulative impacts:

Please include in a revised Draft EIS a site specific evaluation of the
34-8 cumulative effects of this project as it relates to the Teton substation; please
: L propose effective mitigation for those cumulative effects:

Conclusion:

— BPA is on the right track with its use of the EIS process, butsignificant
improvements are both possible and necessary. Citizen interest as expressed
through Lake Creek 1l corfespondence warrants greater and more considered
attention than heretofore provided. Compliance with NEPA's hard-wrought
34-9 techpical requiréments must be improved. The range of alternatives
presented in the DEIS is inadequate; new alternatives should be developed
and presented in a revised DEIS. Mitigation' of past and future cumulative
impacts should receive. far more attention than it has in the DEIS.

— Finally, BPA has an opportunity to join in the common effort of so
many private citizens, Wyoming governmental units, and United States land
and wildlife management agencies in recognizing and protecting the rare and
diminishing virtue of scenic beauty. Rather than avoid letting any "extra”
34-10 offort in Jackson Hole set some kind of precedent for its facilities elsewhere,
BPA can and should recognize its role as a leader and expert in power trans-
mission; on behalf of the Lake Creek Il Homeowners Association, 1 ask BPA
to use its expertise to develop a project of which both BPA and the general

| public might justifiably be proud.

~Thank you. -
Sincerely,

D

‘ ebnard. R. Carlman
Attorney at Law
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‘Mike Johns LOGE: >
Project Manager : oG/ K AL-C2-¢

Anited States 2mate

WASHINGTON, BC 20510-5003

September 9, 1997

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

RECEIVED BY BPA

7
CRAIG "

we

33

United States Department of Energy - RECEIPT DATE;
Bonneville Power Administration S
Post. Office Box 3621

P 1e ug

———;

Portland, Oregon 97208-3621

Good morning Mike...

I'm writing on behalf of many constituents, who reside in the

¢ Thank you
for extending the comment periocd an additional thirty (30) days.

Lake Creek II Acres housing avea in Jackson, Wyoming.

Enclosed is a copy of the Lake Creek Acres IT Homeowners’
Association’s comments.
regarding the concerns they have expressed.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

325 West Main, Suite F, Riverton, Wyoming 82501, will be

appreciated. -

Best regards,

Craig Tho, aé

United States Seénator
CT:pb
Enclosures

97-0599

I would appreciate hearing from you

A Yeply to me at

Response Due:
cc: A-2, TN

RECEIVED BY BPA
ARG - ADMINISTRATOR'S

o |OFCL0GE G2 pTp s

RECEIPT DATE:

G597

Memorandum

Toi. . Governor Jim Géringer

U.S. Representative Barbara Cubin
U.S. Senator Mike Enzi
U.S. Senator Craig Thomas
Senator Grant Lasson
Senator Clarene Law
Representative Bud Betts
Bill Collins, Teton County Planning Director
Kurt Moore, Teton County Planning Department
Mike Gierau, Chairman, Teton County Commiissioners
Bob Shervin, Teton County Commissioner
Sandy Shuptxine, Teton County Commissioner -

. Ann Stephenson, Teton County ‘Commissioner
Bill Paddleford, Teton County Commissioner
James R Little, MD, President B.O.D. LVPL, Inc
Thelma Crook, Vice-President B.O.D. LVPL, Inc
Dean §. Lewis, Secretary-Treasurer B.O.D. LVPL, Inc
Peter L. Cook, B.O.D. LVPL, Inc
Fred Brog, B.O:D. LVPL, Inc
Rod R. Jensen, B.O.D. LVPL, Inc
Warren Potash, B.O.D. LVPL, Inc
Steve Duer, Attomey at Law

. Bill Resor, Snake River Associates

Ce:  Diane M. Connolly, Attomey at Law - o)
Leonard R. Cariman, Attomey.at Law
Phelps H. Swift, Jr., Attorney at Law
Kenneth Cohen, Attomey at Law
Henry C. Phibbs, Attomey at Law

From: Lake Creek Il Homeowner’s Association
Date: = 09/04/97

Re: . Comunentsto DOL/EIS-0267 BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project

Thank you for your past interest and involvement in this projest, espeoially in obtaining the extension
of the cormment period. BPA will accept commients until September 11, 1997, :

As promised, we hav losed both an y and a copy of the Lake Creek 11
Comument. We ask that along with comment generated by your own review of the EIS that you.’
would also endorse and support our comuments in writing to BPA.. Please feel free to contact us if we
can assist you in any way. : -

67-9
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Septernber 4, 1997
Executive Summary of Lake Creek 11 Comument - BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project

After thorough réview of the EIS and consultation with our fegal counsel and technical experts, and despite
our sincere and laborious efforts to be fully included in the process, we believe that our rights under the -
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), and certain

other laws are being violated. Below are our continuing concerns: :

L The EIS Fails to Comply with NEPA
A. ‘The EIS Fails to Respond to Scoping Commerits

Despite NEPA requirements that federal agencies either respond directly to scoping comments or
cite reasons for eliminating comments from consideration, BPA blatantly ignored the following:
Consideration of relocation of Teton Substation; Disclosure of impacts specific to properties
surrounding Teton Substation (Property Values, Visual, EMF and Noise); Provision of mitigation
for curnulative impacts specific to properties surrounding Teton Substation; Consideration fof the
Verdone Landscape Architects’ plar. .

B The EIS Fails to Consider a Reasonable Range of Altesniatives

The alternative most detrimental to areas surrounding the Teton Substation is under serious
corisideration, yet no such consideration is givento the alternatives identified by Lake Creek 11
residents as least detrimental: relocation and underground termination. We ask for the inclusion

_of these alternatives and that undesgrotmd termination be included in the body of all line
slternatives under consideration. p

C. The EIS Fails to Disclose Cumulative Impacts

The EIS does not containt site-specific evaluation of the impacts of altemnatives within this project.
The EIS neglects to disclose how the noise and EMF levels will change the tranquil and pleasant
environments at our individual homes (near Teton Substation). Technical Studies cited in the
appendices relate only to lines, not substationis. -

D. The EIS Fails to Supply Mitigation for Cumulaﬁvé Negative Impacts

‘The EIS does riot include any mitigation for visual impacts or perceived risks, two factors which
will degrade our property values; nor does it mention the landscaping plan submitted by Lake
Creek I1 as part of our scoping cornrnents. .

1 ‘What Lake Creck 1l Wants

The residents of Lake Creek Il would like full compliance with the above-referenced NEPA and CEQ
regulations. We desire full implementation of the Teton Substation Mitigation Action Plan to include the
full Verdone Landscape Architect’s Plan as well as all provisions cited in EIS 4.2.2.2 (Recommended
Mitigation for Visual Assessment Area 7). We also would like a complete and detailed analysis of all
underground termination options, thereby eliminating the need for the 54-ft. towers at the Teton Substation.
We would like the $250,000 budget relating to the underground termination option to be unconditionally
cornmitted for use at the Teton Substation. . X

1L Conclusion

We believe the shortcomings of the Draft Envirc tal Impact t both violate existing regulations
and significantly hamper our capacity for “meaningful participation™ in the NEPA process.

‘Below are our continuing concems:

Lake Creek Acres T Board of Directors .
P.O. Box 6296
Jackson, WY 83002

September 4,1997

Lou Driessen, Project Manager
BPA Public Involvement Office
ACSP.O.Box 12999

Portland, OR 97208

Re: ‘Commems of the Lake Creek Acres H Homeowner's Association on the Eavironmental
Impact Statement for the BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project.

-Dear Mr. Dri¢ssen:

After thorough rf:vicw O.f the EIS and consultation with our legal counsel.and technical
exp‘crts, and dmpxge our sincere and laborious efforts to be fully included in the process, we
believe that our rights under NEPA, the CEQ, and. certain other laws are béing violated.

L " Legal Background

"The N§lional_ Environmental Policy - Act (NEPA) requires cach 'fedcral agency to
prepare and circulate for public review and comment a detailed . environmental impact

- statement (EIS) prior to any major federal action that may have a significant effect on the

ex}\{iron’mem_ 42' U.S.C. 4332 (2)(C); 40 CFR. 1502.5,1508.3 Robertson v. Methow Valley
sze_u s Co@cﬂ, 490 U.S. 332,336,109 S. Ct. 1835,1839 (1989); Foundation for North
11\91‘[81;;10311 Wild Sheep v. Unifed States Dept. of Agriculture, 681 F. 2d 1172, 1177-78 (9® Cir.

o .In addition, Counsel on Environmental Quatity (CEQ) regulations recognize the
criticality -of information quality to intelligent decision making. Information in NEPA
fiocumcntsA “must be of high quality. = Accurate scientific analysis . . . [is]bessential, to
implementing NEPA.” 40 CF.R. 1500.1(b) EISs must analyze the effects of actions “which

when viewed with other pmposed actions have cumulauvely cant impacts.” 40 CF.R:
1508‘25<3X2) g ngmﬁ

L The ELS Fails to Comply with NEPA

) 'Uw EIS .fails .to meet NEP:"\’S requimiﬁents, failing 10 include some of the most basic
information required in an EIS. Prindarily, the EIS fails to respond to scoping comments; fails
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to- consider a- range of reasonable altematives, fails ‘to disclose: in adequate detail the

‘cumulative impacts of the project, and fails to pmvxde for nuugauon of cumulative negative

mxpacfs

A. TheEIS Fails to Respond to Scoping Comments

NEPA and regulations implementing it require agencies to consider comments both
individually and collectively.  When the agency determines a comment does not warrant
further response, the agency must at least “explain why the comments do not warrant further
agency response, citing sources, -authorities, or reasons which support the agency’s position
and, if appropriate, indicate those circumstances which would trigger agency rcapprmsal or
further response. 40 C.F.R. 1503.4

Inour scoping comment dated 5/2?/96 we asked. that the EIS consider relocation of
the Teton Substation. No where in the Draft EIS is this considered, nor are reasons cited for
its elimination. - During scoping, we also asked ‘that the EIS. pmwdc for rmtlgatlon of
cunulative negative impacts from the Teton Substation to the neighboring properties. These
impacts include Property Values, Visual, EMF and Noise. The EIS neglects to disclose both
the impacts and plans for mitigation. - Scoping comments published in- the 7/10/96 F¥I
pointedly identify our request that BPA evaluate the cost of: achxevmg a balance in the
distribution - of costs and benefits of this project, yet the EIS gives no ‘evidence of. such

*evaluation or that such balance was sought. The EIS also neglects to mention the landscaping

plan submitted by Lake Creek Il as part of our scoping commients.

B. The EIS Fails to Consider a Range of Reasonable Altematives

NEPA requires agencies to “study, develop, and describe appropriate: altematives to

recommended courses of action in any. proposal which irivolves” unresolved conflicts -

concerning altemative uses of available resources,” 42 U,S.C. 4332 (2)XE) Federal Courts and
CEQ regulations implementing NEPA identify the discussion of alternatives as “the heart” of
the NEPA process. This discussion must be one of sufficient detail, giving no more evidence
for he agency proposed plan than for the ‘alternatives. In fact, Fedéral Court decisions reflect
the conclusion that, “The existence of a viable but unexamined altemative renders aa
environmental impact staterent inadequate.” Resources Limited v. Rabertson, 35 F.3d 1300,

1307 (9" Cir. 1993) (quoting Idaho Conservation I cague v. Mumma, 956 F. 2d 1508, 1519
(9" Cir. 1992). The EIS prepared by BPA, however, gives little'to no consideration to two

viable alternatives: relocation of the Teton Substation and underground technology.

The altemative most detrittiental to Lake Creek 1T is being examined, yet no evidence

indicates ‘serious consideration of the altemative deemed. least destructive by Lake Creek IL
Such imbalance violates the. requirement set by 40 CFR 1502.14 that the EIS, “rigorously

- explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable altematives?, devoting “substantial treatment

to -each alternative.” In order that a reasonable range of- altcmauvcs be included in the EIS,
we belicve that relocation of the Teton Substation must also' be considered as an altermative.
NEPA makes clear that agencies must examine reasoniable altematives, cven where _the
agency is without ‘authority to implement them. 40 CFR. 1502.14(c). Federal courts
conclude, “the evaluation of ‘alternatives’ mandated by NEPA is 1o be an evaluation of the

® Page3 September 4, 1997

alternative means to accomplish the general goal of an action; it is not an evaluation of the
alternative means by which a particular applicant can reach his goals.” Van Abbema v.
Fornell, 807 F2d 633, 638 (7" Cir. 1986). Agencies cannot use as justification the fact that
they do not own land necessary for the alternative. Federal courts have held that such lack of
ownership alternative sites “is only marginally relevant (if it is relevant at alf) to whether
feasible alternatives exist.” Thus BPA must provide evidence as to the unreasonable nature of
site relocation before summarily dismissing the altemnative and must fully consider site
relocation, regardless of its authority over land upon which the site would be built.

In our comments during Scoping and Draft preparation, we asked BPA to consider
underground technology to reduce the height of equipment at Teton Substation. The EIS
includes Option to the Proposed Agency Action, which suggests undergrounding the last 400
feet into Teton Substation. This Option, as it is written, may create as many problems as it
solves, due to the need to increase the height of equipment at the Substation and additional
large equipment outside of the Substation yard. The EIS fails to consider the full range of
underground options, including that supgested by Lake Creek 1I of burying the last mile of
line into the Teton Substation. Instead, the BIS focuses discussion on the environmental
impact and high cost of burying thirty-six miles of the line. We request disclosure by BPA of
the precise equipment, exact location and accurate cost estimates for the four termination
options at Teton Substation. We do so in under the protection of 40 C.FR. 1502.14, which
requires the agency present the environmental impacts of the proposed action and altematives
in comparative form, sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among
options by the decision maker and the public. Models, renderings and specifications would be
most useful in our analysis. Termination options include:

A) Overhead termination of line; B) Undergrounding -of last 400 feet into Teton
Substation; C) - Undergrounding line from Fish Creek into Teton Substation; D)
Underground termination of all existing and proposed lines into Telon Substation.

We ask the Underground Termination Option, and 'its associated expenses, be
included in the body of all line alternatives being considered. We also ask that the cost of the
underground option be unconditionally committed for use at the Teton Substation. If it is
determined by Lake Creek I that undergrounding is not the best way to mitigate -visual
impacts, these funds would supplement the Teton Substation Mitigation Action Plan.

C. The EIS Fails to Disclose Cumulative Impacts

The EIS does not disclose how the various alternatives will affect our specific
environment despite CEQ requirements that EISs identify “environmental effects and values
in adequate detail ” and “succinctly describe the environment of the areas to be affected or
created by the altematives under consideration” 40 C.F.R. 1502:2, 1502.15. The EIS fails to
divulge how EMF and noise levels will increase at our individual propertics, to discuss visual
impacts gpecific to our individual properties, and to identify the effect on property values in
Lake Creek I Such negligence violates 40 C.F.R. 1508.25 and 1508.27, which mandate that
scope include, “cumulative actions, which when viewed with other proposed actions have
cumulatively significant impacts and should therefore be discussed in the same impact

TS-9
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statement.” The term “significant” is here defined in ferms of both context and intensity,
demanding a site-speific analysis unlike the analysis contained in this EIS.

The EIS neglects to disclose exactly how the noise and EMF levels will change the
tranquil and pleasant environment at our individual homes. What are the noise levels from
Teton Substation at the substation fence and our homes now? How will they change with the

different altematives, in particular the SYC? Studics included in Appendix C as cvidence of -

the low risk of EMF exposure deal only with power lines, not exposure near substations like
the one located in Lake Creek I BPA states that magnelic field levels near the Teton
Substation-will decrease with the agency proposed action relative to “all other aftematives.”
Those only include the alternatives actively under consideration by BPA as opposed to all

altemnatives. BPA fails to provide adequate information as to the current levels of EMF and
how they are expected to change.

While both the National Research Council and the EPA's Science Advisory Board
concluded that a causal fink between EME and cancer was not established, both committees
cautioned that “the lack of evidence surrounding EMF does not necessarily mean that the
issuc/question can be ignored” (EIS C4). BPA acknowledges the lack of information:
“Because no hazardous effects of clectric or magnetic fields have been confirmed, it'is not
possible to identify ‘unsafe’ field levels” (EIS C-6).

If BPA recognizes (he potential (even if small and unlikely) health risks associated
with EMF levels from exposure to power lines, why would they think that citizens would not
make the same mental association? [sn't it possible that both current residents and potential
residents of the affected comimunities worry about EMF exposure and that the addition of new
equipment to tie Teton substation along with new lines running overhead would increase their
perceived risks, significantly. affecting the property values in the region? - While logically
inescapable, this factor is not addressed by the EIS. The Property Values® ~analysis uses studies
of urban’areas, not the scenic residential of the proposed project; all relating to lines, not
substations. These studies are not relevant to this project. and do not accurately show the

decrease in property values as a result of BPA’s operation of Telon Substation, which is an
identified category of impact.

D. The EIS Fails to Supply Miligation for Cumulative Negative Impacts

“Implicit in NEPA’s demand than an agency prepare a detailed statement on ‘any
adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented”
42 U.S.C. 4332(C)(ii), is an understanding that NEPA documents will discuss the extent to
which adverse effects can be avoided.” Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490
U.5.332, 351-52 (1989). CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require the agency to discuss
possible mitigation measures: in defining the scope of the EIS, 40 C.F.R. 1508.25 (b); in
discussing  altematives to the proposed action, 40 CFR. 1502 14(f); in discussing

consequences of that action, 40 C.F.R. 1502.16(h); and in explaining its ultimate decision, 40
C.F.R.'1505.2(c).

The LIS does not include any mitigation of visual impacts or perceived risk, two
factors which will degrade property values. In Table 24 of the EIS, BPA plainly states that
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the visual impacts range ﬁ'om low to high with the agency proposed action, more specifically
that “high impacts would occur at Teton Pass and near Teton Substation.” In thie same chast,
BPA claims, “Property values are not expected to be adversely impacted over the long-term.”
How can BPA make these stalements simuitancously? Pcrhaps they conclude that propeity
values generally will not be significanily impacted, but it is unreasonable to think the high
visual impact near Teton Substation will not affect property values in that area. In accordance
with regulations requiring site-specific analysis and mitigation for negative cumulative
impacts, we demand both information regarding the impacts in the area near Teton Substation
and a miligation plan to avoid, lessen, or compensaic for these impacts.

BPA fails also to consider perceived risk in its assessment of visual impacts.  While
BPA promises not to ignore the issue of EMF/health hazards and refers to their course of

action as “reasonable and prudent,” BPA commits only to taking “/ow cost” steps to minimize
exposure (LIS C-6).

No where does (he ELS mention the landscaping plan subinitted by Lake Creek 1 as
part of our scoping comments. Consistent with our rights under NEPA and the CEQ and our
Scoping Cornments, we request thal the EIS adopt visual mitigation pér the Verdone
Landscape Architects plan (dated 11/13/96, revised 7/29/97). This plan would screen the
significant cumulative visual impacts at Teton Substation and satisfy the requirerment set forti
in 40 CF.R. 1500.2 that the agency use “all practicable means . . . to restore and enhance the
quality of the human environment and avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects.”

In response to this plan, BPA made only a token offer, which has not been accepted by
Lake Creek IL  Thioughout the EIS, this offer is being misinterpreted as “landscaping
achieved.” The EIS states (hat “BPA and surrounding neighbors are putting in landscaping

that helps screen new substation equipment added in 1993-94” as a mitigation measure. EIS .

at 4-4, 4-13. This statement is completely inaccurate. BPA has done nething (o mitigate the
negative visual impacts which resulted from these additions, nor does the EIS mention
expansions which took place in 1995 without regard to NEPA compliance regulations. Even
if this mitigation had occurred, such mitigation would not mitigate the effects of the proposed
new action. Clearly, BPA cannot be allowed to rely on non-evidenced mitigation of past
actions to meet NEPA requirermnents to provide a detailed plan for mitigation for the actions
proposed in the EIS. The Verdone Landscape plan is reasonable and the token offer by BPA
is simply inadequate (o mitigate the sngmﬁcant cumulative impacts of Teton Substation.

At page 3-8 of the EIS appears an attempted justification to eliminate need for further
evaluation of mitigating impacts of the proposed action on the Lake Creek 1 residents. The
EILS tries to deflate (he impact of the Teton substation expansion by mounting the following
defeuse: “In years of high snowfall, some resident views would be blocked by snow piles
from the clearing of snow from the streets” At 3-15, however, the EIS reports that
precipitation at Jackson annually is about 15 inches, not all of which is snow. One could not
logically conclude that snow piles could effectively conceal the visual contamination that
would result from several fifty-four foot transmission towers.

When discussing the altemative of the Static Var Compensator (SVC), the EIS
mentions design options available to minimize the noise and EMF of the SVC. The
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technologies should be used, even at extra expense, to protect the human inlabitants, property

values and natural environment as mandated in 40 CER. 1500.2.  Pursuant to 40 CF.R

1502.14(f), adequatc mitigation should be an inhcrent part of (his altemative and all other
alternatives.

“The $VC is the most expensive (long tetm), the least reliable, noisiest and most EME
intensive of the altematives. It is a short-term solution and is highly destructive to our human .
environment.  Since the new line will be nceded in scven years, it is also duplicative.
Collectively, these reasons make the SVC the worst altemative for the community, for Lake
Creek 11 residents, and for the natural environment surrounding us. 1f the SVC allemative is
chosen, we ask that it be cited at another focation, not the Teton Substation. If the SVC and
Telon Substation are sclected as the preferred allemative, propesty values compensation will
Le sought. ‘

W Conclusion

We believe failures to respond (o scoping conunents, to consider a reasonable range of
altematives, to identify cumulative impacts, and to provide for miligation of negative
cumulative itpacts coustitute violations of NEPA regulations and impede public participation
in the NEPA process. DOE/EIS-0267's lack of information critical to such meaningful
participation threatens the intended operation of the NEPA process in the BPA/Lower Valley
Transmission Project.

We feel the effectiveness of the comment period was hampered by lack of available
information and failure to respond o our scoping comments. We asked for consideration of
the big picture, meaning past, present and future impacts, but information was inadequate
regarding all twee. Having made this request in the Scoping phase, we fully expected the
analysis (o reflect the cumulative impacts of past, present and futurg actions’of BPA’s
opetations in the study area. When this request was ignored, we submitted a request for
documerits under the Freedom of Infonuation Act. We feel the conuuent period should be
extended pending receipt and review of these docuients.

Thank you for this uppor(u:ﬁly to conuuent.
Siucerely,

Lake Creek Acres Il Homeowner's Associalion
Board of Directors

P.O. Box 6296
Jackson, WY 83002
(307) 733-1593

Michafeids’gf;n/ EWFE%\G—M Lza%tquaﬁ Z/meﬁlt (jov/(/

DIANE M. CONNOLLY

Attorney at Law
2260 Baseline Road, Suite 100A ¢ Bnulder Colorado 80302 . (303) 541-0033 e fax (303) 541-0098

September 3, 1997

Public Involvement Office
Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 12999

Portland, Oregon 97212

Re:' Comments on the BPA/Lower Valley Transmission Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement ("DEIS")

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing these comments on behalf of my client, the Lake Creek Acres II
Homeowners’ Association, which is comprised of nearly fifty individuals who reside on
eighteen residential lots adjacent to the Teton Substation. The Substation will be expanded if
the proposed alternative in the DEIS is implemented. We appreciate this opportunity to
comment and explain how the DEIS does not meet the statutory requirements established in
National Environmental Protection Act ("NEPA"), 42 U.S.C. §§'4321-43'70d the mandates
established in the implementing regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental
Quallty, 40 C.F.R. §§ 1500-1517, and applicable case law.

Specifically, the DEIS is deficient because it omits discussion of certain significant

+ impacts of the project, fails to provide sufficient information about and analysis of

cumulative impacts, and does not address mitigation of the visual impacts on the residents of
Lake Creqk Acres 1II ("Lake Creek I1"). -

I.  INTRODUCTION: LEGAL BACKGROUND

NEPA begins with a broad declaration of Congressional intent to protect and pfomote
environmental quality. 42 U.S.C. § 4331. The Act requires all agencies that propose a
major federal action that will significantly affect the quality of the human environment to
prepare a detailed statement of--

(i) the environmental impact of the proposed action,

(i) any adverse environmental effects whlch cannot be avoided should the proposal
be implemented,

(iii) alternatives to the proposed action,
(iv) the relationship between local short-term uses of man’s environment and tlie

€99
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those consequences.” Id. .-

maintenance and enhancement of fong-term productivity, and
(v) any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resoucces.

42 U.S.C. § 4332.

Courts have interpreted NEPA to require agencies to take a hard look at the
environmental impacts of proposed projects, Rabertson v. Methow Valley Citizens ‘Council,
490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989), Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 410 n.21 (1976), including
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b). “Indirect effects”
include effects "caused by the action that are later in time or farther removed in distance, but
are still reasonably foreseeable.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(h).

The United States Supreme Court has clarified that the purpose behind NEPA is to
ensure that federal agency decision-making is based on "detailed information concerning
significant environmental impacts; [NEPA] also guarantees that the relevant information will
be made available to the larger audience that may also play a role in both the decisionmaking
process and the implementation of that decision.” Robertson at 349. "NEPA ensures that
important effects will not be overlooked or underestimated. . . .: 1d, "Publication of an EJS,
both in draft and final form, also serves a larger informational role. It gives the public the
assurance that the agency 'has indeed considered environmental concerns in its
decisionmaking process.’™ Id. (citations omitted).

The Tenth Circuit recently stated: "NEPA ensures that a federal agency makes
informed, carefully calculated decisions when acting in such a way as to affect the

environment.” Catron County Board of Commissioners v. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

. 75 F.3d 1429, 1437 (10th Cir. 1996). The court went on to say that "NEPA documentation

notifies the public and relevant government officials of the proposed action and its
environmental consequences and informs the public that the acting agency has considered

NEPA, thus, is a statute that mandates collection, analysis and dissemination of
information. Federal agencies that shirk their duty to examine information about, evaluate
impacts of and revigw alternatives to proposed actions face litigation that haits
implementation of proposed actions until full NEPA compliance occurs. See. e.g. Catron
g .Oullf.! sugra.

11 THE DEIS DOES NOT DISCLOSE OR EVALUATE ALL DIRECT IMPACTS OF
THE PROPOSED PROJECT

NEPA requires Environmental Impact Statements to include a “detailed statement”™ of
“the environmental impact of the proposed action.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332(C). The
implementing regulations further clarify that “[tjhe environmental impact statement shall
succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) to be affected or created by the alternatives

2- -

under consideration.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502. The examination ol effects or impacts' must
irclude an evaluation of both direct effects and indirect effects that are caused by the action
and are reasonably foreseeable. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8. If an agency determines that potential
effects are insignificant, it must provide a "convincing" statement of reasons to support that
conclusion. Save the Yaak Committee v. Block, 840 F.2d 714, 717 (Sth Cir, 1988), quoting
Steamboaters v. FERC, 759 F.2d 1382, 1393 (9th Cir. 1985).

The DEILS does not contain a correct or sufficient discussion of the impact the action
will have on property values and satability in the Lake Creek Il community. This issue is
discussed in the section that covers Socioeconomic impacts. In that section, the DEIS
summarily states that "{t]he new line is not expected to cause overall long-term adverse
effects on property values along the existing ROW." DEIS at 4-70. To support that
assertion, the section refers to Appendix G, which contains a brief discussion of a few
studies on the impact of electrical transmission lines on property values.

Significantly, the cited studies addressed property values of homes adjacent to
transimission lines, not transmission stations. It is common sense that the impact of living
near an entire transmission station is greater than the impact of living near a transmission
line. Thus, the studies cited in the DEIS provide no support for the conclusion that there
will be no long-term adverse impact on property values within Lake Creek 1I, The DEIS’s
failure to consider the impact of an enlarged transmission station on neighboring property
owners is a significant omission.

Furthermore, none of the studies referred to was conducted in Wyoming oc in an area
renowned for its scenic beauty as is Jackson Hole. Certainly, the impact of enlarging a
transmission station depends in large part on the location of that station. Accordingly, even
if the cited studies had examined the effect of transmission stations on property values, they
would still be irrelevant because they do not examine impacts on areas that have Jackson's
unique attributes. .

Another significant impact that is considered, then summarily dismissed is the health:
hazard associated with EMF. See DEIS Appendix C. BPA reviewed some EMF exposure
studies, but as with the review of property value issues, BPA only examined studies that
pertained to EMF exposure by those who reside near transmission lines, not transmission
stations. Of course, then, the cited studies do not support a casual dismissal of the impacts
of EMF exposure on Lake Creek 1l residents. Moreover, the EIS acknowledges that the
research on EMF exposure is "suggestive” of harm, yet it shows a unwillingness to do
anything about that hazard when it states that "BPA. will take reasonable low-cost steps to
minimize EMF exposure while taking into account operation and maintenance
considerations.” Appendix C at C-6.

* The terms “effects” and impacts” are synonymous for NEPA purposes. 40
C.F.R. § 1508.8.
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[I. THE DEIS DOES NOT ADDRESS ALL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND
INDIRECT EFFECTS

ires federal agencies to look at a broad range of impgcts of _propoxed
ac(ions.N ié?’/;e?lzcumenmtion gmust examine cumulative i}npa'cts associated with aRptopc:sed
agency action. “The EIS is, by its very nature, a cumu!atlvc impacts docungnt. fgsgn kgeeﬁ
Limited. Inc. v. Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300, 1305 (Sth Cir. 1994). See also City. Sguf['gpmld 2
Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1312 (9th Cir. 1990);. NE. DC x,ﬁgal‘lawax, A s
§7-88 {2d Cir. 1975).  NEPA regulations define "cumulative impacts” as:

the impact on the environment which results from the incre:]lel}tal impact:_t of the action
" £ re actions

when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future

regardless of what agency (Federal or non-federal) or person undertakes sut':h ;I)ther

actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively

significant actions taking place over a period of time.

40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (emphasis added).

The CEQ regulations and federal case law a!so ret_]uire agencies to disclosle (ille dggct
and indirect environmental cffects that a federal action will have on non-federal lands.
C.E.R. § 1508.8; See City of Davis v, Coleman, 521 F.2d 631, 677-81 (‘)tl;l C\;. highvway
1975)(agency must analyze development impacts in EIS whex} federal a?prg(\,lali (i,o :fo l-g .
project is likely to have impacts on development of surroun‘dmg area:. ),. (¥ Lo
Canyon Preservation v. Bowers, 632 F.2d 774, 783 (9th Cll': 1980)., Sierra Club v. M‘ s .ts
769 F.24 868, 877-89 (st Cir. 1985)(agency faflure to consider private dezlop;e:é ;ipac
that were Jikely to result from its approval of causeway and port fz:lclhty render
documentation inadequate.)

imilarly. related proposals must be considered for decision together in a smglciElS.
Th gmgssmil’a:tlcyr;on, 753pF.§d 754, 758 (Sth Cir. 1985); 40 C'.F.Rn. § .1508;25(21)1. 'frhlliich
NEPA requirement prevents the division of a pl:oje.ct into mul}lple achns‘, ﬁ : w
individually might have a lesser environmental impact bu; which collectively have.a
substantial impact. Thomas, 753 F.2d at 758.

Actions are "connected” and, therefore must be evaluated, in a single EIS if one
action:

(i) Automatically triggers other dctions which may require environmental impact
statements;

(i) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously-or
simultaneously;

A-

(i) Is an interdependent parts of a larger action and depends on the larger action for
its justification.

40 C.F.R. § 1508.25.%

Whether viewed as a failure to examine all cumulative impacts, indirect effects or
connected actions, the DEIS fails to meet NEPA's mandate to take a broad view of the
impacts of a proposed action. The DEIS neither looks forward nor back in time to review
the effects of the proposed action in the context of past and future associated actions. There
is a terse statement that "t]here would be cumulative impacts to neighbors of Teton
Substation from adding equipment to the substation. . . . As utility infrastructure continues to
be needed, this conflict can continue.” DEIS at 4-5. Thig brief statement does not rise to
the required level of analysis, and the fact that past expansion was performed without any
NEPA analysis underscores the need for an examination of the impact of the proposed
cxpansion coupled with the past expansion. BPA cannot satisfy its duty to provide
cumulative impact analysis by simply stating that there will be cumulative impacts from the
proposed expansion. Rather, those cumulative impacts must be listed and evaluated.

While the DEIS at least mentions that there are cumulative impacts associated with
past expansion, the DEIS is entirely devoid of any reference to the cumulative impacts
associated with reasonably foreseeable additional expansion of the Teton Substation in the
future. The DEIS also omits any mention or discussion of the cumulative impacts of the
residential and commercial development that is a reasonably foreseeable. result of the

- increased provision of electricity that would be made possible by the proposed agency action.

That development is the motivating factor behind the project, and its impacts must be
addressed in the ELS in order for that document to fulfill the mandates of NEPA,

TV. THE DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION IN THE DEIS IS IN{\DEQUATE
NEPA regulations require that an EIS:
(1) “include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed
action or alternatives,” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(f); and
(2) “include discussions of: Means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts (if not

fully covered under.§ 1502.14(f))” 40 C.E.R. § 1502.16(h).

The Council on Environmental Quality has also stated that: “All relevant, reasonable

mitigation measures that could improve the project are to be identified, even if they are

* Only one of the three definitions need be present to find a connected action.

ig;, Town of Huntington v. Marsh, 859 F.2d 1134, 1142 (2d Cir. 1988) (connected action
based solely on subsection (iii)), cert. denied, 494 U.S. 1004 (1990); Alpine Lakes, 838
F. Supp. at 482 (same). .

-5-
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outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency or the cooperation agencies.” Forty Most Asked

Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations, 46 Fed. ch
18026, 18031 (March 23, 1981).

In addition, the agency proposing a major federal action is required to "[s)tate
whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the alternative
sclected Lave been adopted, and if not, why they were not. A _monitoring and enforcement

program shall be adopted and summarized where applicable for any mitigation.” 40 C.F.R.
§ 1505.2(c)(emphasis added).

NEPA requires that mitigation mcasures be reviewed during the NEPA process —- not
in some future decision shielded from public scrutiny. "{O)mission of a reasonably complete
discussion of possible mitigation measures would undermine the ‘action-forcing’ function of
NEPA. Without such a discussion, ueither the agency nor other Interested groups and
individuals can properly evaluate he severity of the adverse effects.” Robertson at 353.

Appellate Courls have invalidaled NEPA documents that rely on unspecified future
actions to miitigate or avoid envitonmental impacts. QOregon Nat. Resources Council v,
Marsh, 52 F.3d 1485 (9th Cir. 1995) (Elk Creck Dam III); QOrepon Nat. Resources Council
v. Marsh, 832 F.2d 1489, 1493 (9th Cir. 1987)(Elk Creek Dain 1), rev’d on other grounds,
490 U.S. 360 (1989), California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753 (Sth Cir. 1982).

The United States Supreme Court has reaffirmed the statutory and regulatory
requirements that mitigation measures be included in an EIS:

To be sure, one important mgredlent of an EIS is the discussion of steps that can be
taken (o mitigate adverse enviromuental consequences. . . . Implicit in NEPA's
.demand that an agency prepare an detailed statement on "any adverse environmental
eflfects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented,” is an
understanding that the EIS will discuss the extent to which adverse effects can be
avoided. . . .Without such a discussion [of mitigation measures] neither the agency
nor other interested groups and individuals can properly evaluate the severity of the
adverse effects.

Robertson at 352 (citations omitted). As Roberison makes clear, mitigation must be
"discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that environmental consequences have been fairly
evaluated." K.

The DEIS states that "BIPA and surrounding neighbors are putting in landscaping that
hielps screen new substation equipment added in 1993-94* as a mitigation measure, DELS at
4-4, 4-13. First, and most importantly, this statement is not correct. No landscaping plan
has been agreed upon or implemented. BPA has done nothing to mitigate the negative
environmental impacts of the 1993-94 expansion, which, incidentally, was done without
compliance with NEPA. Second, even if some initigation of past expansion had been done,

G-

that mitigation of past effects does not mitigate the effects of the new proposed action that is
the subject of the DELS. 1t should be obvious that BPA cannot rely on non-existent
witigation of past agency actions to meet its duty to provide a detailed plan for mitigation of
its new proposed action. Third, even if the mitigation referred to were implemented and did
somehiow relate to the proposed new expansion, the discussion of mitigation still fails to meet
the statutory requirement that it be "reasonably complete.” See Robertson at 352. Simple
reference to landscaping without more detail about that landscaping cannot be considered
"reasonably complete,” and, thus, does not comply with NEPA.

The DEILS also states that mitigation of the effects of the proposed action will occur
via coordination of "design and placement of uew structures and equipment” with Teton
Substation neighbors. DEIS at 4-4, 4-13. Design and placement of structures and equipment
cannot do much to mitigate visual impacts because of the significant height required for the
structures that are required for the project. This discussion of mitigation without even

- considering mitigation such as the detailed landscaping plan prepared by Lake Creek 11 fails

to meet the requirements of NEPA.

In another section, the DEIS appears to use the "snow pile defense" to any need for a
serious examination of mitigating the impacts of the proposed project on the Lake Creek Il
residents. The DEIS attempts to diminish the impact of the Teton Substation expansion by
stating that "in years of high snowfall, some resident views would be blocked by snow piles -
from the clearing of snow from the streets.” DEIS at 3-8. At the same time, the DEIS
states that Jackson receives fifteen inches of precipitation annually (and not all of that is from
snow). DEIS at 3-15 . 1t is absurd to think that snow piles could effectively hide the visual
contamination caused by several fifty-four foot transmission towers.

Finally, because the DELS denies the socioeconomic impact of decreased property
values and salability on Lake Creek Il or the increased health risks associated with EME

exposure, it is also inadequate because it fails to address mitigation of those adverse
impacts.

V. THE DEIS DOES NOT ADEQUATELY CONSIDER ALTERNATIVES TO THE
AGENCY PRGPOSED ACTION

The consideration of a range of alternatives is "the heart of the environmental impact
statement.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. 1t is "absolutely essential to the NEPA process that the
decisionmaker be provided with a detailed and careful analysis of the relative environmental
merits and demerits of the proposed action and possible aiternatives, a requirement that we
have characterized as ‘the linchpin of the entire impact statement.”” NRDC v. Callaway,
524 F.2d 79, 92 (2d. Cir. 1975). "The existence of a viable but unexamined alternative
renders an environmental impact staternent inadequate.” Resources Limited v. Robertson, 35
F.3d 1300, 1307 (9th Cir, 1993) (quoting Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, 956 F.2d
1508, 1519 (9th Cir. 1992).
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Both NEPA and the Administrative Procedure Act, S.U.$‘C. §8 5§1_-559, require that
an agency’s determinations be supported by factual information in the d.emsmn dc?cuxr'}egtsl.) )
"The agency must explicate fully its course of inquiry, its analysis and its reasoning.” Dubois

v. U.S. Department of Agricultyre, 102 F.3d 1273, 1287 (1s.t Cir. 19?6). A«’m.a‘gx’,ncyd
d.ccision miust always have a rational basis that is both stated in the written decision and

demonstrated in the administrative relord accompanying the decision. Kanawha v. Hocking
Coal & Coke Co., 112 [BLA 365, 368 (1990).

BPA provided the most thorough analysis to its preferred altemgtwe, but Tte Od:,e\f_
alternatives received onty cursory summaries. For e)_(amplc, conservation a3 an alternative
was summarily dismissed because previous conserth\on efforts did not reduoq enen;)gy .
demand as much as BPA believes is needed. DEIS at 2-15. The DEIS contains nth .
discussion, however, of how past conservation efforts cguld be improved up(l)n so tha .
conservation provides a more effective method of rf,ducmg the demand for electricity an
thus perhaps obviating the need for increased electrical supply.

Another alternative that would significantly red\{ce ir‘npacts to adjacent. landov‘xée;sul:ut
that is not included at all in the DEIS is a pa:t?ally 'buncd line. This alt‘crnzllm;f wc;ic Teto};l
the portion of the new line as well as the existing line frqm Forest Servxce.da‘:h winet ston
Substation. The trees at the perimeter of the Forest‘Serwcc land would hide ! e 1 e y
tower required at the point immediately before the line went undergrou.nd, and wou
minimize the impacts on the Snake River Ranch and Lake Creek 11 residents.

V. CONCLUSION

i i ft Environmental Impact
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Dral ; I X
Statement. The residents of Lake Creek II look forward to working with you to improve the
document and satisfy their concerns about the significant impact that the proposed expansion
will have on their neighborhood.

Sincerely,

SR ()

iane M. Connolly
Attorney for Lake Creek Acres Il
Homeowners’ Association

37-1

37-2

37-3

374

Snake River Associates
4445 Moose Wilson Road
Wilson, Wyoming 83014

(307) 733-3989
Fax (307) 733-5019

RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
LOG#E: W R VAL . oy

September 10, 1997

¢

3

vV

Mike Johns, Project Manager
Bonneville Power Administration
Public Affairs Office - AC

RECEIPT DATE:
SEP 18 By

P.O.Box 12999 .
Portland, OR 97212

Re: BPA/LVPL Transmission Project, additional comments.
Dear Mr. Johns,

After I sent you my letter of July 14, I met with many of our neighbors who
live near the Teton Substation or just south of your transmission line. They
raised a number of issues and made me aware of certain options that I did not
address in my last letter. Therefore, I would like to make these additional
comments that should be incorporated in the final EIS on the transmission
line project.

Since it was originally constructed, the Teton Substation has been expanded

and altered a number of times. The cumulative impact of not only the

original construction but also the changes and additions should be mitigated

L as part of this transmission line project. I believe if the substation is

— thoroughly and thoughtfully landscaped, the trees will eventually tesult in
screening most of it from view from most directions. An analysis of a
landscaping plan should be included in the final EIS. The landscaping
provided for the Crystal Springs Substation by LVP&L might be used as a

— comparison.

— Assuming the transmission line remains as an overhead line, BPA will have
to make certain changes in the superstructure of the Teton Substation. The
re-design of the superstructure should minimize its height and in general
minimize the visual impact as seen from surrounding properties. Careful
design of this superstructure in addition to the landscaping mentioned in the
previous paragraph should go a long way toward mitigating the negative
impacts of the Teton Substation. The cost and the timing of these two
improvements should be discussed in the EIS. I believe the cost will be

— minor when compared to the overall project.

r In my first letter, I briefly mentioned the possibility of undergrounding both
the existing and the new transmission line from the Forest Service land on

LS9
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Mr. Mike Johns
September 10, 1997
Page 2

Phillips Ridge all the way to the Teton Substation. In that letter I kept that as
a minor comment since I realize this option would be very expensive.
However, after speaking with many of my neighbors, I believe that the benefit
from undergounding both the existing line and the new line may well

37.4 outweigh the cost of doing so. Jackson Hole is an internationally recognized

cont.

L not it is worthwhile.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Sincerely,

[ollim N

William B. Resor, general and managing partner
Snake River Associates

valley that is known for its scenic beauty. This line is visible both from
private property and from the Fish Creek Road and other public lands. 1
believe the EIS should contain engineering and cost analysis for
undergrounding both the new line and the existing transmission line from
Phillips Ridge to the Teton Substation. Until the public knows the cost of this
alternative, it is impossible to make an informed decision as to whether or
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Chapter 6 — Comments and Responses

Responses to Comments

DPM-1

A 115-kV single wood or steel pole structure is one pole with steel arms near the top designed
to support all the conductors (wires or lines). A “regular” 115-kV wood pole structure is shaped
like an H with two poles and a length of steel across the top that supports all the conductors.
These structures are shown in Figure 2-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

DPM-2

No new roads would be constructed in the Wilderness Study Area. BPA is proposing to use
the footings of the existing structures and replace the body and tops of the existing structures
with new double-circuit structures. This would be done using helicopter construction.

DPM-3
BPA would relocate any roads that become blocked.
DPM-4

BPA proposes to place new structures adjacent to existing structures. Based on comments
received through scoping, conversations with landowners, environmental considerations, and
cost, BPA’s current plan is to place the new line east of the existing line through Swan Valley.

DPM-5
Please see response DPM-4.
DPM-6

If the field access road is blocked next to structure 4/7, BPA would relocate the road around
the structure.

DPM-7

BPA is considering using a single wood pole structure next to structure 4/4, instead of a two-
pole structure, to minimize right-of-way and vegetation clearing.

DPM-8

At 4/7, BPA plans to locate the new structure on the same side of the road, immediately to the
east of the existing line. If the field access road is blocked next to structure 4/7, BPA would
relocate the road around the structure.

DPM-9

BPA does not consider the threat of fire significant. BPA is proposing to use wood H-frame or
single pole structures in the Swan Valley area. BPA has reviewed technical and cost
requirements, environmental data, and comments from landowners to develop this proposal.

DPM-10

Yes. The average expansion of right-of-way would be about 12 m (40 feet). In this area,
adding to the existing right-of-way makes a total right-of-way of 43 m (140 feet).

DPM-11

To make room for the new transmission line. On average, it cannot be placed on the existing
right-of-way because of the limited space.
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DPM-12

In Swan Valley, the new line is proposed to be placed on the east side of the existing line.
Through Pine Creek and onto Driggs, the new line is proposed to be, for the most part, on the
south side of the existing line.

DPM-13
Comment noted.
DPM-14

Many people expressed concerns for visual impacts. Visual resources present in the project
area, potential impacts, and mitigation are discussed in Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the FEIS.

DPM-15

Yes, trees would need to be cut on National Forest land.

DPM-16

No, the only transmission lines proposed are those described in the FEIS.
DPM-17

Lower Valley is participating on a 50/50 basis. If BPA decides to construct one of the
transmission line plans, Lower Valley would pay 50% of the costs until their load exceeds
200 MW of annual system peak. At this time, BPA would assume 100% responsibility/ownership
of the facilities.

DPM-18

This has been a common sentiment expressed from people who live west of the Tetons in the
valley.

DPM-19
Please see response DPM-18.
DPM-20

BPA owns an easement for access road PGT-AR-15-4 that mainly crosses National Forest land
and a small portion of private land. This road would likely receive only minor improvements
including blading and possibly gravel in some areas.

DPM-21
Please see response DPM-20.
DPM-22

BPA is unclear as to what access road you refer to. If the access road is on private land, BPA
would not allow use of the road unless exceptions are written into the easement document. |If
the access road is on National Forest land, public use of the road is restricted to what is allowed
in the Forest Plan.

DPM-23

Yes, BPA would get a Special Use Permit from the Forest Service to build a transmission line
across National Forest land.
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DPM-24

A combination of wood and steel poles and wood H-frame structures would be used.
Selection of structure types at specific sites is part of the detailed design process that continues
after the environmental process is completed.

DPM-25

Yes, based on planning assumptions, BPA would still need to build the line from Swan Valley
Substation to Teton Substation in 2007.

DPM-26

Please see response DPM-24. At this time, BPA does not know the specific structure type
proposed at 18/5.

DPM-27

The new line would be located south of the existing line at 18/5 under the current plan.
During the full engineering design process, BPA determines the exact placement of most
structures. This is not done until after the Record of Decision. BPA has heard your concerns and
will continue to coordinate with you on structure placement. As you know, moving the line to
the north would add to the cost of the line. BPA appreciates your commitment to work with the
project team.

DPM-28

Structure 18/5 could be moved, but only at a substantial additional cost. Please see response
DPM-27.

DPM-29

Most roads on the right-of-way would be reseeded and used mainly as two-track roads for
maintenance.

DPM-30

Helicopter construction, which is very expensive, would be used where roads cannot be built
to structure locations.

DPM-31

It is BPA's understanding that it would install gates on most roads where the Forest Service
wishes to limit public access.

DPM-32
Please see response DPM-6.
DPM-33
Please see response DPM-6.
DPM-34

BPA plans to design the line to minimize the amount of land needed for the new line near 4/4
to lessen the impact to that piece of land. Only the minimum number of trees would be taken in
Mile 4.
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DPM-35
Please see response DPM-34.
DPM-36
Please see response DPM-34.
DPM-37

BPA will make note of the fact that there is a property stake near 4/7 that should not be
disturbed if possible.

DPM-38

Wood poles typically have a smaller footprint and may be easier to farm around. BPA
proposes to use steel or wood pole or mostly wood H-frame structures in the Swan Valley area.

DPM-39

The Record of Decision will document BPA’s decision. It will reflect the alternative chosen
to meet the need for the project. The Forest Service will issue its own Record of Decision that
will document its decision.

DPM-40

BPA has had additional on-site meetings with the Forest Service to discuss options at Pine
Basin Lodge. Options D and E have been added to the FEIS. The BPA and Forest Service
preferred alternative is Option D, which is a double-circuit line in this area. This option also
takes into account concerns expressed by the Bonneville School District.

DPM-41

BPA and the Forest Service scheduled several field trips after the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) public meetings. Road and bridge locations were identified and new routing
alternatives through the Pine Creek area were discussed. New information is reflected
throughout the FEIS.

IPM-1

Section 1.1.1 describes the need for the project. Section 1.3 gives additional background on
the project. If, during the winter season, one of the BPA or Lower Valley lines that serve the
Jackson area goes down for any reason, voltages on the transmission system could dip below
acceptable levels. Low voltage levels can cause brownouts, or under certain conditions, a
blackout. A description of the socioeconomic impacts that can occur during a blackout is
described in Section 4.12.3.1.

JPM-2

Comment noted. Undergrounding transmission lines was suggested during scoping as an
option that needed to be analyzed in the DEIS.

JPM-3

According to the current schedule, clearing and road building would occur in 1999.
Construction of the line would occur in 2000. These activities may take place sooner pending
weather and how quickly information can be gathered from field surveys and review.
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IPM-4

Whether the impacts are worse than going overhead with a transmission line depends on the
terrain, soils, bedrock, type of transmission line, surrounding land use, and environmental
resources present and their sensitivity to disturbance and, in some cases, total removal. The
environmental impacts (including visual) of burying the transmission line are briefly discussed in
Section 2.6.5.

JPM-5

Comment noted. BPA assumes you are referring to the underground option at Teton
Substation described in the DEIS. The underground option is now identified as a mitigation
alternative. See Section 4.2.2.2. BPA does not prefer to underground the last 122 m (400 feet) of
transmission line into Teton Substation because of its higher cost and limited benefit to minimize
visual impacts around Teton Substation.

JPM-6

New land rights needed across private landowners’ property for transmission line right-of-way
or access roads would be acquired as easements. New land rights needed for the switching
station (Short Line Alternative) or the SVC Alternative at Jackson would be acquired in fee.
Landowners would be offered fair market value for the easements or fee acquisitions established
through the appraisal process.

The appraisal process takes all factors affecting property value into consideration including
any impact of the transmission lines on property values. It may also reference studies conducted
on similar properties to add support to valuation considerations. The strength of any appraisal is
dependent on the individual analysis of the property using neighborhood and specific market
data to estimate fair market value.

JPM-7

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as amended, requires federal government
agencies to prepare environmental impact statements (EIS’s) on all major federal actions
(proposed by that agency) which may have a significant impact(s) on the human environment,
that is, on the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that
environment. Section 102 (2)(A) of NEPA requires that agencies use the interdisciplinary
approach in the preparation of EIS’s to ensure the integrated use of the natural and social
sciences and the environmental design arts. BPA uses this approach and assembles a team of
experts who have training and experience in conducting environmental analysis. If BPA does not
have the expertise on staff for a particular specialty, the agency uses the consulting community to
address that need. For example, impacts from noise are determined by a specialist with a natural
science background with a specialty in public health; visual impacts are determined by someone
schooled in landscape architecture with experience in visual analysis; and impacts to property
values are determined by someone with an appraisal or real estate development background.
Seldom are all of these specialties held by a single individual, and if they were, the topics would
still be organized under separate headings so that each could be properly identified and
evaluated.

BPA does attempt to perform a holistic analysis, recognizing that the environment is a
complex web of connections where impacts to one part can affect the whole. To clearly
communicate environmental information, however, BPA segments resource areas so the impacts
of the proposed action can be analyzed succinctly. In this EIS, impacts to visual resources and
socioeconomics are addressed under their own headings, while impacts from noise are
addressed under Public Health and Safety. Therefore, by design, some impacts on the human
environment are addressed outside the Socioeconomics Section. To avoid confusion and bulk,
they have not been repeated in that section.
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JPM-8

The offer of $60,000 for landscaping around Teton Substation has expired and is no longer
available. The $60,000 was to be used for visual mitigation for additions to the substation prior
to this project. The mitigation alternative to underground the last 122 m (400 feet) of
transmission line into Teton Substation is not preferred due to its high cost and limited benefit to
minimize visual impacts around the substation. The preferred mitigation alternative is to
landscape around Teton Substation and screen substation equipment using existing trees and
planting additional evergreen and deciduous trees and shrubs. This alternative would minimize
visual impacts of existing equipment and new equipment proposed for this project.

JPM-9

The Forest Service and BPA are government agencies cooperating to deliver power to the
residents and businesses of Jackson. The Forest Service is making every effort to identify and
mitigate any adverse effects on natural resources from the alternatives. BPA is a full partner in
this effort and together the two agencies are working to propose, plan and implement this project
with full public input.

The NEPA process is being followed and includes public scoping and public meetings to
inform residents of both eastern Idaho and western Wyoming about the proposal and identify the
consequences of proposed activities.

Lake Creek Il Homeowners have been active in this process since the beginning. Letters
containing comments have been sent by Lake Creek Homeowners to BPA. These letters have
identified concerns the Homeowners have regarding this project. In addition, the Homeowners
have attended public meetings and requested additional meetings where they have reiterated
their various concerns.

The NEPA process requires that any public concern be considered before a final decision is
made. Lake Creek Il Homeowner concerns have been received and will be considered before a
final decision is made.

The Forest Service has no authority to support mitigation on private land. Any proposed
mitigation on private land must be negotiated between the private landowner and BPA. The
Forest Service does have a responsibility to ensure the NEPA process is followed and adverse
impacts on National Forest lands are disclosed and mitigated where possible.

JPM-10

Please see response JPM-8.
JPM-11

Please see response JPM-8.
JPM-12

Comment noted.

JPM-13

At this time, BPA is proposing double-circuit structures near Pine Basin Lodge (structures 6/2-
6/8) and at Teton Pass (26/2-29/3) where visual impact and technical challenges are greatest (see
Section 4.2.2.1). In addition, double-circuit structures are proposed from 35/1 on Phillips Ridge
to the Teton Substation to mitigate for visual impacts (see Sections 4.2.2.1 and 4.2.2.2). Because
double-circuit structures are less reliable and more expensive when compared to two separate
single-circuit structures, their use is limited.
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JPM-14

At this time there are no plans to paint existing equipment at Teton Substation. BPA prefers to
implement a landscaping plan to mitigate for impacts around Teton Substation.

JPM-15

Undergrounding the entire transmission line is described in Section 2.6.5. Undergrounding
the last 1.6 km (1 mile) of transmission line into Teton Substation is described in Section 4.2.2.2.
Undergrounding the last 122m (400 feet) of transmission line into Teton Substation is also
described in this section.

Undergrounding transmission lines is technically feasible. Undergrounding the entire
transmission line is not a reasonable alternative because of the high cost. Undergrounding the
last 1.6 km (one mile) of transmission line is not preferred as a mitigation alternative because of
the high cost. Undergrounding the last portion of transmission line into Teton Substation is also
not preferred because of the high cost and limited benefits of minimizing visual impacts around
Teton Substation.

JPM-16
Additional right-of-way would still be needed to underground the entire line.
JPM-17

Comment noted. BPA has chosen as its preferred mitigation to develop and implement a
landscape plan that would minimize visual impacts around Teton Substation. BPA has also
included double-circuit structures near Pine Basin Lodge, (structure 6/2-6/8), at Teton Pass (26/2
to 29/3) and from 35/1 to Teton Substation as part of the Agency Proposed Action to help
mitigate visual impacts of a new transmission line.

Throughout the environmental process, BPA has worked with the residents of Teton County to
accommodate their concerns where possible. If BPA chooses a construction alternative, BPA
would continue to work with county residents.

JPM-18

The currently proposed design at Teton Substation is for locating two single-circuit dead end
steel poles one span out from the substation and two single-circuit dead end wood poles at the
substation property line. See photos in Appendix M.

JPM-19
Please see response JPM-18.
JPM-20

Visual simulations of the existing condition at Teton Substation, and the Agency Proposed
Action with the new line overhead and underground are included in Appendix M.

JPM-21
Please see response JPM-15.
JPM-22
Please see response JPM-15.
JPM-23

Through the NEPA process, BPA determines the environmental impacts of alternatives. To
determine whether to mitigate for those impacts, BPA balances the benefits of mitigation actions



Chapter 6 — Comments and Responses

(in this case, undergrounding transmission lines) against the cost and feasibility of
implementing the mitigation. Because BPA needs to keep its power and transmission costs
competitive, it cannot implement all mitigation. For this project BPA has not identified
undergrounding transmission lines as preferred mitigation because of the high cost and limited
benefits to mitigate visual impacts.

Customers who benefit from the project may elect to raise their electric rates in order to add
to the mitigation BPA is willing to implement. Lower Valley just received the results of a survey
sent to 300 randomly selected customers to determine if they would be willing to pay $3 per
month for landscaping at Teton Substation. Sixty-seven customers said yes. Two hundred-
twelve customers said no. Twenty-one customers said they did not know or had no opinion.
Lower Valley also asked whether customers would support paying $5 per month for
landscaping and undergrounding power lines. One hundred-seven customers said yes. One
hundred eighty-nine said no. For those customers who said no, Lower Valley asked how much
they were willing to pay per month. One hundred twenty-eight customers said $0. Sixteen
customers said $1. Eight customers said $2. Eleven customers said $3.

Lower Valley’s Board of Directors have reviewed the results of the survey. No action will be
taken at this time. The Board intends to monitor the survey results yearly to see if the ratios
change.

JPM-24

Please see response JPM-23.

JPM-25

Please see response JPM-6.

JPM-26

Please see responses JPM-15 and JPM-23.
JPM-27

Please see response JPM-23.

JPM-28

At their request, a 30-day extension of the Draft EIS comment period was given to the Lake
Creek Il Homeowner’s Association and those parties they chose to involve. Close of comments
was extended to September 11, 1997.

JPM-29

Appendices were distributed at the Draft EIS meetings and afterwards to those who
requested copies.

JPM-30
Comment noted. Please see response JPM-15.
JPM-31

Teton Substation uses modern equipment with a high reliability. Chapter 4 describes
mitigation alternative proposed to help mitigate visual impacts around the substation.
Landscaping is the preferred mitigation.

JPM-32

Please see response JPM-15.
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JPM-33

No, BPA plans to improve the visual aspects of the substation with landscaping. Please see
responses JPM-17 and JPM-31.

JPM-34

High voltage substations in populated areas look much the same. Lower voltage distribution
substations look similar but are generally smaller.

JPM-35

BPA has included relocating Teton Substation as a mitigation alternative in Chapter 4. It is not
a preferred mitigation alternative because of its extremely high cost.

JPM-36

As you state, BPA is a public agency. The public has every right to question BPA’s actions.
BPA conducts environmental review of its actions under the National Environmental Policy Act.
The Act requires BPA and other federal agencies to conduct a public involvement process such
as the one for this project. For more details on the project’s public involvement process to date,
please refer to Chapter 1 and Appendix B of the Final EIS.

JPM-37

Pursuant to section 9(e)(5) of the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation
Act, 16 U.S.C. 8839f(e)(5), a challenge to the final decision of the Administrator on the BPA/
Lower Valley Transmission Project must be filed in the United States Court of Appeals for the
Ninth Circuit.

JPM-38
BPA assumes you are referring to mitigation. Please see response JPM-23.
JPM-39

No, BPA is the only power provider to Lower Valley at this time. Lower Valley is starting a
pilot Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) program.

JPM-40

BPA studied upgrading power generation and the switchyard at Palisades Dam, and the
Palisades-Snake River 115-kV transmission line. These options would not solve the voltage
stability problem in Jackson.

BPA and Lower Valley need to have the two high voltage 115-kV transmission lines
operational for Jackson during the winter months. Upgrading the facilities back towards
Palisades would do nothing to alleviate problems caused by losing one of the two lines serving
Jackson.

JPM-41

Lower Valley is the local utility that provides power to Jackson. Lower Valley has and is
continuing to explore various options of providing the least expensive power to its customers
while minimizing impacts to the community and maintaining high reliability. For example,
Lower Valley has developed a pilot program that uses liquefied natural gas. This could replace
the need for additional electricity in the future.

In addition, the utility industry is being deregulated. Like the communications industry,
deregulation will most likely allow customers like yourself to choose their own service provider
sometime in the future.
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JPM-42

Double-circuit structures are proposed near Pine Basin Lodge (structures 6/2-6/8), at Teton

Pass (26/2-29/3), and from structure 35/1 on Phillips Ridge to Teton Substation. The new line
would enter the substation at the northwest corner. The existing structures and wires/
conductors near Teton Substation would be removed. No new right-of-way would be needed
for these segments. Because the new structures would be single steel poles and could be
spaced farther apart, fewer poles may be needed. The new poles would be about 6-9 m
(20-30 feet) taller, but would be located to minimize visual impacts to adjacent residences.

JPM-43
Please see response JPM-42.
JPM-44

The new poles and conductors (wires) would be a dull/nonreflective color to blend more

naturally with the surroundings.

JPM-45
Please see response JPM-8.
JPM-46

Yes, BPA has met with landowners in the area to get input on location of structures. The

preference is to replace structures in the same location as the existing line. This also helps
minimize the height of the structures.

JPM-47
Yes, double-circuit structures would not require additional right-of-way.
JPM-48

Comment noted. The project as proposed is in response to real needs by a growing

community for a stable electrical supply.

JPM-49

Comment noted.

JPM-50

Please see response JPM-44.
JPM-51

BPA would try to schedule construction in high groundwater areas at a time when water

levels are lowest.

JPM-52

Single pole double-circuit structures are proposed from structure 35/1 on Phillips Ridge to

Teton Substation.

JPM-53
Yes, please see responses JPM-8 and JPM-17.
JPM-54

Because Teton Substation is surrounded by a residential neighborhood and pastureland, the

existing site is relatively quiet. Based on a single set of spot audible noise measurements BPA
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made around the substation perimeter fence on November 18, 1996, the measured noise levels
ranged from 33-42 dBA. At the fence line nearest the residences, the measured levels were in
the mid-30s dBA. These are levels typical of a normally quiet office environment. Please note
that these levels are associated with one time spot measurements and reflect the noise only at
the specific time of measurement. Noise levels can vary greatly as a result of weather
conditions (wind, rain, etc.) and other factors such as highway traffic, airplanes, construction
activity, etc. Thus, depending on these conditions, the noise on any particular day or at any
particular time could be higher or lower than the levels measured. Please refer to Section
3.5.2.2 and Appendix E in the EIS for more information.

JPM-55

None of the transmission line alternatives would cause noise increases along the
transmission line right-of-way or at the substation sites. This is because the 115-kV transmission
lines do not cause audible noise and the additional substation equipment required for these
alternatives would be similar to equipment already in use.

However, if the SVC alternative is selected, the specialized SVC equipment would result in
an additional noise source within Teton or Jackson substations. The noise would likely be
noticeable to nearby residences as a low frequency hum. The amount of increase in noise
levels would depend on background levels and operating modes of the SVC equipment. The
SVC would be designed so that the maximum noise level would be 55 dBa at the property line
of either substation to meet Teton County and Town of Jackson standards. Please refer to
Section 4.5.3.3 in the EIS.

JPM-56

The $250,000 in the Draft EIS was the estimated cost of placing the last 122 m (400 feet) of
transmission line underground into Teton Substation. The overhead option would cost an
estimated $66,000.

In the FEIS, this portion of undergrounding is identified as a mitigation alternative but is not
the preferred way to mitigate because of its high cost and limited ability to minimize visual
impacts around Teton Substation.

JPM-57
Please see response JPM-56.
JPM-58

This is the fundamental principle of Federal Supremacy as established in the Article VI of the
U.S. Constitution. As stated by the U.S. Supreme Court in Hancock v. Train, 426 U.S. 167, 178
(1976), “activities of the Federal Government are free from regulation by any state” unless
Congress has “clearly and unambiguously” provided an exception to this principle. Generally,
with regard to the applicability of state or local processes to a BPA transmission project, the
Ninth Circuit ruled in Columbia Basin Land Protection Association v. Schlesinger, 643 F.2d 585,
605 (9th Cir. 1981) that “to require the BPA to receive a state certification would imply that the
state could deny the application, which would give them a veto power over the federal project.
This clearly cannot be the meaning that Congress intended.”

JPM-59

Teton Substation with the new line underground is shown in Appendix M.
JPM-60
Please see responses to JPM-8, JPM-15, JPM-17, and JPM-23.
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JPM-61
Please see responses to JPM-8 and JPM-15.
JPM-62

BPA has transmission lines throughout Oregon, Washington, Idaho, California, Nevada,
Montana, and Wyoming. BPA’s transmission lines cross all types of land uses, some considered
to be more sensitive than others. BPA is committed to working with the many different owners
and managers of these lands to balance their needs with the need for the project, taking into
account the environmental (including social and political factors), technical, and financial
requirements and limitations of the project.

JPM-63

Comment noted. BPA is familiar with conflicts between property owners living next to BPA
facilities. Nevertheless, BPA is committed to being good neighbors given its environmental,
financial and technical requirements and limitations.

1-1

Cultural resource documentation is provided in the Final EIS as Appendix I. A cultural
resource survey was conducted in September 1997. Two historic sites were found during the
survey: a wagon road also used as a stock trail; and an abandoned ditch once used to bring
water to Pine Creek Bench (see Appendix I). The historic sites are recommended eligible for the
NRHP. BPA has made a determination of no adverse effect as portions of these sites could be
affected by construction but the effect would not be harmful. BPA has coordinated this
determination with the Wyoming and Idaho SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. Mitigation in the form of recordation is proposed. BPA would work with the
USFS and the SHPO'’s on mitigation. Mitigation would be done before construction.

2-1

Comment noted. Text has been added to Section 4.7.2.2 that refers the reader to Section
5.16 in the FEIS for information on regulations and applicable permits.

3-1

After reviewing comments received on the DEIS and additional field work, BPA better
understands the potential impacts to the surrounding property of the site described in the DEIS.
Subsequently, another study was performed and a new site has been proposed west of and
within about 152 m (500 feet) of the existing Targhee Tap and mostly within the right-of-way.
The terrain is not as level as the site described in the DEIS, making it less desirable from an
engineering perspective, but it is buildable and would be hidden from your home by existing
trees next to the right-of-way. It would also be located mostly on the existing right-of-way, but
BPA would need to secure additional land to construct the facility. This site is farther away from
residences and is now the preferred switching station site for the Short Line Alternative.

3-2
Please see response 3-1.
3-3
Please see response 3-1.
3-4

BPA believes your concerns will be alleviated by response 3-1.
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3-5

Please see response 3-1. Also, as stated in the Final EIS, Appendix L, “...A transmission line
might also diminish the utility of a portion of property if the line were effectively to sever this
area from the remaining property (severance damage). Whether a transmission line introduces a
negative visual impact depends on the placement of the line across a property, as well as on
each individual landowner’s perception of what is visually acceptable or unacceptable. ... These
factors, as well as many other elements unigue to the property, are taken into consideration to
determine any loss in value within the easement area, as well as outside the easement area in
case of severance.”

Appendix L in the FEIS also states, “Fair market value would be offered to landowners for the
fee purchase of property needed for the Short Line Alternative’s Switching Station and for
property needed for the Static Var Compensation Station ...”

3-6

Please see response 3-5. Also, BPA would use local and equal property values to determine a
fair market value for easements or fee acquisitions.

Also, please see response 3-1.
3-7

Please see response 3-1.

3-8

Please see response 3-1.

3-9

Please see response 3-1.

4-1

Because the Summary needs to be a short document, it does not contain all of the information
found in the Draft and Final EIS. A discussion of conservation as an alternative can be found in
Section 2.6.1 of the Final EIS. BPA initially considered this alternative as a solution to the
problem but eliminated it from further consideration because the amount of energy savings is too
small to defer the need for the project.

4-2

In the past, BPA helped sponsor conservation programs through Lower Valley that
accomplished electrical savings of 3.305 average megawatts (less than one year of load growth in
the Jackson area). BPA no longer has the money to provide conservation funding to Lower
Valley, but Lower Valley is working with the Town of Jackson Building Department to develop
building codes that include conservation measures such as increased insulation in buildings.

Lower Valley has also started a liquefied natural gas pilot program in its service area. Results
are uncertain at this time, but if successful, Lower Valley may want to build a natural gas pipeline
and combustion turbine plant sometime in the future.

4-3

You raise an excellent point and one which BPA has studied. Some of the existing steel lattice
structure footings are strong enough to hold a new upper section of structure that can carry both
circuits. Engineers and environmental specialists have determined where it would be technically,
financially, and environmentally feasible to rebuild the existing structures, 26/2-27/4, 28/3, 28/4,
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29/1, and 29/2 to double circuit. Other structures through Teton Pass will also be replaced with
double-circuit structures (27/5-28/2, 28/5, and 29/3). Double-circuit structures are also proposed
near the Pine Creek area and the area near Teton Substation.

In addition, the Agency Proposed Action identifies two other sections of line that are proposed
to be double circuit. In these areas, the existing structures would be replaced by new, stronger
structures, which would be costly. BPA is willing to use the more costly double-circuit structures
to lessen environmental impacts. This design was proposed in direct response to scoping
comments and meetings with the Forest Service.

Clearing timber for this project would be kept to a minimum by using existing roads where
possible, using structure types that require a more narrow clearing path, and by using existing
cleared areas.

An alternative that rebuilds the entire line to double circuit was considered but eliminated
from further consideration because of the high cost (see Section 2.6.2.2, Plan 2). Building a
double-circuit line is at least about twice the cost of building a single-circuit line. In some
terrain, the use of double-circuit rather than single-circuit structures makes the cost of the line
considerably more.

4-4

There is no generation at Jackson Lake Dam. Jackson Lake Dam is owned and operated by
the Bureau of Reclamation and is a storage facility located in Grand Teton National Park.

Studies to determine if Jackson Lake Dam could accommodate generation would have to be
done by the Bureau of Reclamation. Since this is a storage facility, the water needed to generate
power in winter to serve Lower Valley would likely be unavailable.

If generation at Jackson Dam was feasible, substation facilities and approximately 34 km
(24 miles) of high voltage transmission line to transmit the power to Jackson would have to be
constructed through Grand Teton National Park and the Bridger-Teton National Forest. This is an
environmentally, financially and technically challenging proposal.

The cost of adding generation combined with the costs of building substation and
transmission facilities would likely make this alternative cost prohibitive.

4-5
Comment noted. Please see response 4-3.
5-1

The overall long-term plan (25 years) for this area indicates it is preferable to reinforce the
transmission system from Swan Valley to Teton rather than Palisade Switchyard to Alpine with
further branching to Jackson. Several plans that use the southern route through the Snake River
Canyon from Palisades Dam were considered but eliminated from further consideration in
Section 2.6.2.2. The transmission system under the Swan Valley-Teton plan performs better
economically by a factor of almost 2:3. Also, the Swan Valley-Teton alternative route would
modify or build fewer miles of transmission line.

The Swan Valley-Teton Plan immediately serves Jackson, an area of high load growth. The
current load forecast for Star Valley shows static growth.

Costs for each alternative are included in Chapter 2.
6-1

Please see response JPM-15. BPA has proposed, as part of the transmission line design, to
remove and replace the existing line from structure 35/1 on Phillips Ridge to the Teton Substation
with a new double-circuit line using single steel poles (the existing structures have two wood
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poles). In the flat area, east of Fish Creek Road, these poles can be located to use existing
screening from residences. They also can be located farther apart, reducing the number of
structures needed but increasing the height of the structures. The new poles and conductors
(wires) would be a dull/nonreflective color to blend more naturally with the surroundings.
Using these types of structures in the design and working with their location would help lessen
and mitigate for visual impacts. BPA has met with landowners to get input on location of new
structures. The preference is to locate structures in the same location as the existing line, keep
the wire/conductors at the same height, and minimize the height of the structures.

6-2
Please see response 6-1.
7-1

Power lines do alter views and in some cases have negative impacts on the overall beauty of
an area. Inresponse to your concern, BPA met with a representative from your school district
and Forest Service staff at the Pine Basin Lodge to develop several options for routing the
transmission line through and away from the area that you and your students use. As a result,
two additional routing options for that area are analyzed in the Final EIS. BPA and the Forest
Service have selected Option D, the double-circuit option, as the preferred option through the
Pine Creek area.

BPA was established in the early part of this century to electrify rural western America.
Transmission lines were constructed from dams to bring the power they produced to rural
areas. Transmission lines crossed tribal, federal, private, state and local government lands, and
still do today. The lines that serve Pine Basin Lodge and schools within your school district
most likely cross private, state, tribal, and federal lands. Those small distribution lines are
connected to a larger transmission grid that crosses state boundaries because the power that
flows to you may not be generated in Idaho.

7-2
Comment noted. Please see response 7-1.
8-1

Comment noted. BPA proposes to use single steel poles (double-circuit) on the existing
right-of-way from structure 35/1 on Phillips Ridge to Teton Substation.

8-2
Comment noted.
8-3

Comment noted. Undergrounding the transmission line from Fish Creek Road to Teton
Substation is described as a mitigation alternative in Chapter 4.

8-4

Comment noted. Please see response 6-1.
8-5

Comment noted. Please see response JPM-44.
8-6

BPA would install a steel gate at the northwest property boundary of Teton Substation where
it meets the easement across your property.
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8-7

BPA would be happy to meet with you before any construction. BPA would work hard to try
and accommodate requests from landowners involving construction schedules, etc.

8-8
Comment noted.
9-1
Comment noted.
9-2

BPA has defined and predicted levels of impacts on those resources you mention in Chapter 4
of the Final EIS. In some cases impacts are high, in other cases there are no impacts or impacts
are low or moderate. BPA has proposed mitigation that would lessen impacts to the
environment.

BPA understands your desire to move towards more passive forms of energy generation and
has supported research and development of renewable resources. Until less intrusive technology
that delivers power becomes cost-effective, BPA will continue to use overhead transmission lines
to deliver power and mitigation to lessen impacts.

9-3

BPA supports the development of renewable energy, now known as “green power” or
alternative power resources. It has always been a logical niche for a public agency like BPA. In
addition to solar energy, BPA includes biomass and pulping residue, geothermal, hydropower,
and wind in its renewable energy resource mix. From 1992-1996, BPA invested $84,000 in
solar, $4,063,000 in biomass and pulping residue, $1,882,000 in geothermal, $52,774,000 in
hydropower, and $4,059,000 in wind energy development.

BPA just signed an agreement with PacifiCorp and the Eugene Water & Electric Board to buy
37 percent of the output of a 41.1 megawatt wind turbine project to be located at Foote Creek
Rim near Arlington, Wyoming. This wind project will be the first major wind project involving
Northwest utilities to move to the construction phase. It will test wind energy’s ability to be a
reliable, economical and environmentally acceptable resource. It also will demonstrate a wind
turbine’s ability to operate efficiently in a cold weather environment.

10-1

Customers who benefit from the project may elect to raise their electric rates in order to add
to the mitigation BPA is willing to implement. Lower Valley surveyed 300 randomly selected
customers to determine if they would be willing to pay $3.00 per month for landscaping at Teton
Substation. Please see response to JPM-23 for results of this survey.

111

All mitigation listed in the wildlife section are actions BPA would commit to implementing if
BPA chooses a construction alternative.

In some areas due to the presence of Trumpeter Swans and other migratory birds, BPA would
work with the Forest Service, IDFG, and WGF to determine where marker devices are needed to
reduce the potential of bird strikes. See Section 4.9.2.2.

Though burying a transmission line in some areas might lessen bird collisions, it increases the
impacts to other natural resources, specifically impacts to riparian habitat, wetlands, water
quality, and fish spawning habitat. Because of these impacts, its high cost and diminished
reliability, BPA does not consider this alternative feasible.

6-74
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11-2

BPA would avoid construction in delineated deer/elk winter range during vulnerable times.
Construction schedules would be coordinated with the Forest Service, IDFG, and the WGF. For
construction, BPA would use existing access roads to the extent possible. New roads would be
needed, but construction would be kept to a minimum. After construction, new and existing
access roads need to be maintained for routine and emergency maintenance. BPA would
continue to try and schedule routine maintenance to minimize impacts to big game. BPA
would gate any access road as required by the Forest Service. Each gate would have a BPA and
Forest Service lock.

BPA must construct after August 30 because the construction crews are limited by an
extremely short construction season and must take advantage of the dry weather at that time of
the year. BPA maintenance crews meet periodically with the Targhee National Forest in Idaho
Falls or the surrounding area to discuss all types of maintenance activities, including needed
access restrictions. The IDGF is invited to participate in those meetings.

BPA and the Forest Service have added two new routing options through the Pine Creek
area. Option D uses double-circuit structures and is now the preferred option.

11-3

Comment noted. Streams would be crossed with bridges or appropriately designed culverts
to prevent fish blockage and disturbance to the streambed. Changes were made to the FEIS
regarding fish presence and passage issues.

12-1

BPA does consider the visual impacts in your area to be high. BPA has proposed, as part of
the transmission line design, to remove and replace the existing line from structure 35/1 on
Phillips Ridge to the Teton Substation with a new double-circuit line using single steel pole
structures (the existing structures have two wood poles). These structures can be located to use
existing screening from residences. They also can be located further apart, reducing the
number of structures needed. The new poles would be a dull/nonreflective color to blend more
naturally with the surroundings.

Using these types of structures in the line design and working with their location would help
lessen and mitigate visual impacts. Because these structures are proposed as part of the design,
they were not mentioned in the visual mitigation section. BPA has now recognized the benefits
of this design in the mitigation section.

The conductors (wires) for the new double-circuit line need to be stacked vertically or
upwards, making the new structures about 6-9 m (20-30 feet) taller than the existing structures.
(See Figure 2-1 in the FEIS.) The conductors would be about 3 m (10 feet) apart, with the
bottom conductor at a similar height as the existing line. The wires would also be a dull/
nonreflective color to blend more naturally with the surroundings. Placement of the new
structures would affect the location of wire as viewed from residences. BPA would take this
into consideration when locating the new structures. If requested, BPA has met with adjacent
landowners to discuss these issues. The preference is to locate structures in the same location
as the existing line, keep the wire/conductors at the same height, and minimize the height of
the structures.

12-2
Comment noted. Please see response 12-1.
12-3

These options are identified as mitigation alternatives in Section 4.2.2.2 of the FEIS.
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12-4

Comment noted. Please see responses 12-1, 12-2, and 12-3.
13-1

The proposed transmission line would follow the existing corridor.
This mitigation measure is identified in the FEIS, Section 4.9.2.2.
13-2

The transmission line would be designed such that avian electrocution could not take place
because BPA provides adequate separation between conductors (wires) so birds cannot touch
two conductors at the same time. With the size of the conductor proposed for this transmission
line, raptor strikes are not usually a problem. An overhead ground wire would be used, and
more discussions would be needed among BPA, the Forest Service, IDFG, and WGF to determine
if the smaller wire would need to be marked.

13-3

Comment noted. Marking of new transmission lines is recommended in Section 4.9.2.2 of
the FEIS.

BPA will work with the Forest Service, IDGF, and WGF to determine where marker devices
are needed in crucial trumpeter swan flight corridors.

13-4

Surveys for raptor nests are identified as a recommended mitigation in Section 4.9.2.2 of the
FEIS. BPA is conducting wildlife surveys this year (1998) with the help of the Forest Service.
BPA and the Forest Service would implement construction constraints pending the results of the
surveys.

13-5

During BPA's surveying process, utility crossings are identified and mapped. Impacts to
utilities are not likely because the new structures can usually be located away from the
equipment. If a utility was impacted, BPA would work with the utility owner to make sure the
utility is maintained or made whole. For specific utility crossings such as overhead distribution
lines, the contractor building the new line would contact the utility and safeguard the
distribution line with guard structures. Some outages during construction may be unavoidable
for safety reasons. Unless a utility has no prescribed rights inside of an existing BPA right-of-way,
BPA would pay for the utility’s direct physical impacts.

13-6

Please see response 13-5.
13-7

Comment noted.

14-1

A 30-day DEIS comment period extension was granted to the Lake Creek Il Homeowners
Association and those they chose to involve. BPA understood it was the Homeowner’s intent to
contact their local, state, and federal officials so they could comment on the Draft EIS. The
extension was also granted to your office.
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15-1

The full 30-day DEIS comment period extension was granted to the Lake Creek Il
Homeowners Association and those they chose to involve.

16-1

A 30-day DEIS comment period extension was granted to the Lake Creek Il Homeowners
Association and those they chose to involve. BPA understood it was the Homeowner’s intent to
contact their local, state, and federal officials so they could comment on the Draft EIS. The
extension was also granted to your office.

17-1

A 30-day DEIS comment period extension was granted to the Lake Creek Il Homeowners
Association and those they chose to involve. BPA understood it was the Homeowner’s intent to
contact their local, state, and federal officials so they could comment on the Draft EIS. The
extension was also granted to your office.

18-1

Structures 29/1 and 29/2 are in the Palisades Wilderness Study Area (WSA). BPA proposes to
use the footings of the existing steel lattice structures and replace the bodies and tops of the
structures with taller double-circuit structures. This can be done with helicopter construction
and no new roads will be needed in the WSA. This proposal is in response to a request by the
Forest Service to minimize impacts to the WSA and avoid additional clearing. The new structures
would be about 6-9 m (20-30 feet) higher than the existing structures. There would also be three
additional conductors (wires) on each structure. Very little if any additional clearing would be
required with the new structures. The new structures would add costs and provide lower
reliability than single-circuit structures.

BPA will continue to work with the Forest Service to propose ways to minimize impacts to the
WSA. The Agency Proposed Action would not appreciably change the character of the existing
corridor or the potential for future designation of the area as wilderness.

18-2

Map 12 has been corrected.

18-3

Map 10 has been corrected.

18-4

BPA agrees that it does not have reserved rights for a new line.
18-5

BPA agrees and has tried to clear up this confusion in the FEIS.
18-6

During on-site discussions, BPA and the Forest Service jointly determined that structures 29/1
and 29/2 are in the WSA. BPA proposes to use the footings and the bodies of the existing steel
lattice structures and replace the tops of the structures with taller double-circuit structures.
Please see response 18/1.

18-7

Please see response 18-6.
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18-8

The existing access road system uses the Old Pass Road and Phillips Bench roads for access to
the transmission line. BPA wishes to build only the minimum number of roads required for
construction and maintenance. BPA will work with the Forest Service to incorporate other uses
(including firewood gathering and recreation) for roads, or limit access using gates.

18-9

After construction, use of the right-of-way by recreationists would continue unless the Forest
Service requests certain restrictions be placed by BPA on access. Please see response 18-8.

18-10

The Agency Proposed Action would parallel the existing line along Highway 22. In most
areas, a small additional ROW width would be needed requiring only small trees to be cut. New
spur access road construction would be kept to a minimum and would be reseeded with a native
mix to minimize visual scars.

18-11
Please see response JPM-44. The existing towers would not be painted.
18-12

BPA wishes to build only the minimum number of roads required for construction and
maintenance. BPA will work with the Forest Service to incorporate other uses (including those
you mention) for roads, or limit access using gates.

18-13

BPA is well aware of the Forest Service concern for new access roads and construction of the
line. More access road and clearing for construction information has been added throughout the
FEIS and in Appendix C.

A cultural resource survey of the additional right-of-way was done in September 1997.
Results of that survey are in Section 3.12 and Appendix I.

See discussion in Section 4.7.2.2, Wetlands Impacts, and Section 4.7.2.3, Mitigation, for
measures to protect wetland resources.

18-14

Table 5-2 lists the prescriptions crossed by the line and those actions BPA proposes to take to
attain be consistent with the forest goals and objectives, standards and guidelines, and
prescriptions of the management area. BPA would continue to work with the Forest Service
throughout the design and construction process to make sure these actions are taken.

18-15

The timing of various activities that need to take place in 1998, 1999, and 2000 would need
to be thoroughly thought out and coordinated with the Forest Service. BPA would work closely
with the Forest Service to coordinate these activities. Much of the planning for actions taken in
1999 would need to take place in 1998 during the design phase. BPA believes that through
good planning and coordination, most, if not all road building and clearing could occur in 1999,
allowing for transmission line construction to occur in 2000. Depending on the weather and
how quickly information comes in from the field during the surveying phase, the schedules may
be accelerated. Various clearing methods for the right-of-way would be discussed with the Forest
Service and memorialized in the Project Plan.
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18-16

The discussion on Forest Service decisions in Chapter 1 has been expanded to include those
you have listed. BPA is not planning to do further NEPA analysis on road construction as the
intent is to identify all new and existing access roads in this EIS. BPA does plan to do more site-
specific environmental analysis on vegetation management. This is stated clearly in
Section 2.1.7.

18-17

The issues listed in Section 1.5 were meant to give the reader a general idea of the issues
raised during the scoping process. The list was not meant to include all issues to be considered
in the EIS. All scoping comments were logged in, characterized by subject, and forwarded to the
resource specialists for inclusion in their resource analyses in Chapter 3 and 4.

18-18

Since the DEIS, more information on clearing, roads, creek crossings, gates, road closures,
etc. has been gathered from field trips and at meetings with the Forest Service. The FEIS now
includes this information in Chapter 2 and Appendix C. Additional impact information has been
added to the resource sections in Chapter 4.

18-19a

Please see response 18-16.
18-19b

Please see response 18-18.
18-20

Please see response 18-18.
18-21

BPA needs access to each structure site, if possible, for construction and maintenance
activities. Once constructed, BPA would work with the Forest Service to determine the use of
each road. BPA would install gates of the appropriate type in each area as required by the Forest
Service. BPA and the Forest Service would have keys to each gate. Most of the proposed uses
and gate installations have already been identified and coordinated with the Forest Service and
have become part of the FEIS. BPA prefers to keep vehicular activity to a minimum on access
roads by keeping gates closed and locked where appropriate.

18-22
Please see response 18-1.
18-23

Comment noted. BPA agrees with this assessment. The revised estimate of right-of-way to be
cleared to construct, operate and maintain the proposed transmission line is about 25 hectares
(62 acres). Most of the clearing will take place within the old backline. BPA also estimates
about 6 hectares (15 acres) to be cleared for new access roads.

18-24

Please see response 18-18. Since reviewing the latest road plan, the Forest Service has not
identified any inconsistencies with the Forest Plan.
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18-25

The proposed transmission line would cross the Dry Canyon/Pine Creek Cattle Allotment,
the Burbank Sheep Allotment, the Spencer Sheep Allotment, and the Pine Creek Cattle
Allotment within the Palisades and Teton Basin ranger districts within the Targhee National
Forest. No allotments would be crossed on the Bridger-Teton National Forest.

Clearing an additional right-of-way through these rangelands would create additional forage
for grazing, a beneficial impact. Additional access roads/clearing could also encourage
livestock movement between allotments on Forest Service lands within the Targhee National
Forest. Where the project would breach natural barriers between allotments, such as timber
stands, fencing may need to be installed to control livestock. Should fencing be found to be
necessary on the Targhee, BPA would work with the Forest Service to determine specific
locations and specifications. Where mitigation would be provided, the impact would be
considered low.

18-26

The EIS focuses on construction noise, habitat loss, and avian collisions because these are
the primary wildlife concerns relative to the alternatives and their environmental consequences.
Surveys are being conducted in 1998 according to an agreement between BPA and the Forest
Service. The wording for surveys in the FEIS has been changed to more accurately reflect BPA's
actions regarding surveys.

18-27

The timing and location to begin vegetation clearing would be closely coordinated with the
Forest Service. Information obtained from the wildlife surveys will help in that determination.

Timing restrictions for deer, elk, and moose would begin on November 15, allowing for a
four-month construction window (depending on weather conditions). Work in the fall may
continue past November 15 for emergency reasons. This would be coordinated with among
BPA, Forest Service, WDGF, and IDFG. Timing restrictions would not conflict with timing
restrictions for other species, although collectively they do complicate BPA’s ability to meet the
project schedule.

18-28
Please see comment 18-16 and response.
18-29

Figure 2-1 is really meant to be a schematic of the structures and how they would fit next to
the existing right-of-way and line. BPA has expanded the discussion in Section 2.1.3 and
Appendix ] to include the new information for clearing. The revised estimate of right-of-way to
be cleared to construct, operate and maintain the proposed transmission line is about 25
hectares (62 acres). Most of the trees in the 25 hectares are small and generally
nonmerchantable except for possible fenceposts. BPA also estimates about 6 hectares
(15 acres) to be cleared for new access roads. These trees vary from small to larger trees.

18-30

Please see response 18-18. Since reviewing the latest road plan, the Forest Service has not
identified any inconsistencies with the Forest Plan.

18-31

Figure 2-4 summarizes information in Chapters 3 and 4. It was very difficult to put all the
information from Chapter 3 and 4 in the table. The issues listed in Section 1.5 were meant to
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give the reader a general idea of the issues raised during the scoping process. The list was not
meant to include all issues to be considered in the EIS. All scoping comments were logged in,
characterized by subject, and forwarded to the resource specialists for inclusion in their resource
analyses in Chapter 3 and 4.

18-32

Comment noted. BPA's revised estimate of right-of-way to be cleared is about 25 hectares
(62 acres) and about 6 hectares (15 acres) for access roads. This change is reflected in Section
4.1.2.1. The impact level in the FEIS has been changed from no impact to low impact to reflect
information in the Record of Decision for the Targhee National Forest’s Revised Forest Plan.

18-33

Chapter 2 does describe the facilities needed for the switching station at Targhee Tap,
including a new entrance road. For the preferred site, the road would follow the existing access
road up past Targhee Tap to the new site for the switching station. For the second site, the road
would turn off Pole Canyon Road into the new site. More information has been added to the
FEIS in Sections 4.2.2.1 and 4.2.2.2.

18-34

The revised estimate of right-of-way to be cleared to construct, operate and maintain the
proposed transmission line is about 25 hectares (62 acres) and about 6 hectares (15 acres) for
access roads. This estimate is based on a site visit combined with aerial photography and using
BPA’s clearing criteria.

This clearing estimate is the best BPA can do at this time without the benefit of a ground
survey. BPA considers this estimate to be conservative. The exact numbers and locations of trees
to be cleared would be appropriately addressed again during the detailed design phase of the
project, after a survey is completed and structure locations are known. While BPA will not
mitigate for past impacts from the existing line, specific clearing plans that blend the right-of-way
into the surrounding vegetation would, by clearing the smallest amount possible to achieve this
effect, go a long way in mitigating for past impacts. This mitigation is recommended in Section
4.2.2.2. BPA will continue to work closely with the Forest Service to help mitigate a new line.

18-35

The objective on page I1I-107 reads: “Within five years of the Record of Decision, all existing
roads, trails, culverts, fords and stream crossings within these lands would be inventoried and
evaluated as to whether they meet management prescription goals. Those that do not meet
management prescription goals would be scheduled for restoration or obliteration.”

Two prescription goals stated on page 111-107 of the revised forest plan would apply to the
proposed project:

“1. Minimize adverse effects to aquatic and riparian dependent species from past,
existing and proposed management activities; and ...

3. Manage wood residue (natural and human-made), including firewood, to maintain or
restore ecological health and function.”

As part of project planning, BPA, with the help of the Forest Service, has evaluated all roads
and stream crossings proposed to be used during construction and maintenance. Existing roads
that are not in good condition would be upgraded to meet the prescription goals of the forest to
minimize adverse effects to aquatic and riparian resources. Upgrades could include regrading
roads, installing new or replacing culverts or bridges, armoring or eliminating existing fords,
closing some roads or road sections not essential to the construction or maintenance of the
transmission lines, and installing water bars or drainage ditches to minimize surface runoff to
streams.
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Proposed construction would remove a small amount of riparian vegetation to install new
bridges or bridge replacement on existing roads, and new road stream crossings. This may
directly affect aquatic or riparian resources. Overall removal of riparian vegetation would be
very small in each watershed. See Sections 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8.

New roads would be designed and constructed to prevent adverse effects to aquatic and
riparian resources. New roads would be constructed primarily in upland areas, outside riparian
areas. However, four intermittent drainages (as shown on USGS maps) would need to be
crossed by new roads. At these crossings, the minimum riparian vegetation would be removed
to transport materials on the road (15 to 20 feet wide). All crossings and approaches to these
crossings would be designed with measures such as appropriate siting, water bars, sediment
control devices, etc. to minimize sediment transport to streams. Locations of all access, both
existing and proposed roads, are shown on photomaps in Appendix C.

Timber removal as part of widening the existing right-of-way and construction of new access
roads would be done in a manner which maintains or restores ecological health and function.
All marketable timber would be removed using basic timber harvest best management
practices. The remaining slash would most likely be left on site to degrade or be burned. BPA
would coordinate closely with the Forest Service on timber removal. BPA does not believe that
the proposed line would cause large woody debris to be carried to streams.

18-36

There would be no tree clearing in riparian zones, however riparian vegetation would be
removed during bridge and road approach construction. The action would be in compliance
with prescription 2.8.3 in the Revised Targhee Forest Plan. See Table 5-1, Targhee Forest Plan
Management Prescriptions, for a discussion of the various goals and objectives for each
prescription and how BPA would be consistent with them.

18-37
BPA has added this discussion in Section 2.6.
18-38

Since the DEIS was released, BPA has gathered more information on clearing, roads, creek
crossings, gates, road closures, etc. during field trips and meetings with the Forest Service. The
FEIS now includes this information in Chapter 2 and Appendix C. Additional impact
information has been added to the resource sections in Chapter 4.

The Forest Service has reviewed the road system and recognizes that spur roads as drawn on
the photomaps may move slightly during actual surveying.

In many meetings with the Forest Service, BPA has explained their intent to continue
working with the Forest Service after the Record of Decision and through the clearing and
construction phases. BPA would also work closely with the Forest Service on a Project Plan.
The Project Plan has more detail on project design, construction specifications and standards,
and additional mitigation.

18-39

BPA believes that the impact would be low. Nearly all of the new road construction would
be in upland areas and have very little effect on hydrologic function or floodplains and stream
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channels. There are five additional stream crossings (as shown on USGS maps) planned for the
new temporary or permanent roads, and they all occur in intermittent or low flow channels (less
than 1 cfs). Stream crossings would consist of either temporary or permanent bridges or culverts;
no fords are planned through flowing streams. Bridges or culverts would be properly sized,
designed, and armored so that they do not significantly affect stream flow or the stream gradient,
and would minimize long-term sediment delivery. Bridge construction would disturb or remove
some riparian vegetation, but large woody debris would not be carried into streams. See a more
detailed description in FEIS Section 4.10.

18-40

We contend that with properly designed and located roads and stream crossings, overall
native cutthroat habitat quality would not be appreciably reduced. More information is
presented in Section 4.10 of the FEIS.

The standards and guidelines noted by the commentor are:
Standard and Guideline (watershed, general)

1. Not more than 30% of any principal watershed or their subwatersheds in hydrologically
disturbed condition.

Standards and Guidelines - Fisheries and Aquatic Resources

1. Instream facilities must maintain minimum instream flows, provide fish passage, and
screens to prevent loss of fish.

2. When reauthorizing existing special use permits for instream facilities, provide for
minimum instream flow, fish passage, and screens to prevent loss of fish.

3. Within watersheds with native cutthroat trout or waters vital to meeting recovery goals,
avoid activities which reduce habitat features (pool frequency, temperature, large woody debris,
bank stability, lower bank angle, and width/depth ratio) below expected values or retard the rate
of recovery of degraded habitat features.

4. Emphasize watershed analysis or site-specific analysis to more accurately define fisheries
habitat features when planning or conducting management activities within Native Trout
Watersheds.

5. Expected values may be adjusted based on field analysis or literature review.
Big Hole Mountains - Goals and Objectives - Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources:
Goal - Channel stability would be rated at good to excellent for individual streams.

Obijective - Improve stream channel stability rating to good or excellent by 2007 where
natural conditions allow on South Fork, Packsaddle, Horseshoe, Superior, North Fork Mahogany,
Main Mahogany, Henderson, Patterson, and Murphy Creeks.

No instream facilities are proposed that would affect flow (Forest Standards &Guidelines 1
and 2). No activities proposed would reduce habitat features below expected values or retard
the rate of recovery of degraded habitat features (Forest Standard &Guidelines 3). No additional
fish habitat analysis was conducted as part of the proposed project (Forest Standard & Guidelines
4). 1t is assumed that all streams with potential native trout habitat do provide habitat, and
construction activities would incorporate best management practices to avoid or minimize
potential impacts to fisheries resources. BPA does not propose to evaluate or attempt to adjust
expected values (Forest S&G 5). Although the proposed project would not appreciably improve
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stream channel stability in the drainages affected, neither would it hinder the attainment of the
Big Hole goals and objectives for improved stream channel stability.

18-41

BPA is discussing several tree clearing options with the Forest Service. Options vary for
selling the timber. BPA could provide the clearing design and specifications and the Forest
Service could contract the sale. Or, BPA could contract the sale and reimburse the Forest
Service for the value of the timber removed, minus the cost of removal. Although with the
latest proposed clearing requirements, the amount of merchantable timber that would be
removed has been dramatically reduced. Most of the trees that would be removed are small.

BPA will continue to discuss these options with the Forest Service and reach a mutually
beneficial agreement.

18-42
Comment noted. This change has been made in the FEIS.
18-43

The influence of glaciation on the landscape was in reference to the southern Teton Range
and Jackson Hole area, where the eastern portion of the project is located. This has been
clarified in the FEIS.

18-44

The Snake River Range is identified on USGS 1:24000 scale quads and was the designation
adopted for this northwest-trending range. The Snake River Range is dominated by a series of
long parallel ridges separated by valleys. The project from Pine Creek to Trail Creek is located
predominately within this range. Map 8, Soil Limitations, shows the approximate location of
this range.

18-45

Because the Summary needs to be a short document, it does not contain all of the
information found in the Draft and Final EIS. Impacts from road maintenance and clearing are
discussed in the resource sections in Chapter 4. The relative amounts of soil disturbance,
number of stream crossings, and the amount of land taken out of production are also discussed
in the resource sections in Chapter 4.

18-46

See response to comment 18-45. Discussion of the SVC Alternative impacts is contained in
each resource section in Chapter 4.

18-47

Additional text has been added to Chapter 4 in the FEIS.
18-48

Comment noted. This change had been made in the FEIS.
18-49

Please see response 18-43.
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18-50

Since erosion rates vary from location to location depending on such variables as soil
physical properties, slope length and steepness, vegetative cover, rainfall characteristics, and
management practices, there is not one “normal” level for all locations. Therefore, the term
“normal” erosion rate has been changed to “present” erosion rate where pre-construction
erosions levels at a particular location are referred to.

18-51

Table 4-1 was intended to provide an overview of the many impacts to water and soil
resources. Many of the concerns addressed in this comment are too specific to address in this
table. Water temperature was not addressed in the table because impacts on stream water
temperatures from clearing would be negligible. It was noted in the FYI sidebar in Chapter 4,
Water Quality and Soils/Geology. The right-of-way crosses most streams at nearly a right angle.
Additional clearing in forested areas for the new right-of-way would not expose long stretches
of stream bank. New roads also tend to cross drainages at right angles and no streamside
vegetation would be cleared for any considerable length. Additionally, clearing would not
affect any lakes or ponds.

Concerns about compliance with state water quality standards and the revised Targhee
Forest Plan are addressed in Section 4.6, Water Quality and Soils/Geology. Also, please see
response 18-35. Wetlands are addressed in Section 4.7. The amount of soils removed from
production by access road construction is also addressed in Section 4.6.

18-52

Please see response 18-51.

18-53

Please see response 18-51.

18-54

Changes have been made in Chapter 4.

18-55

See Section 4.7.2.2 for discussion of direct and indirect wetlands impacts.
18-56

Comment noted. See discussion in Section 4.7.2.2 Wetlands Impacts, and Section 5.16
Discharge Permits under the Clean Water Act.

18-57

Comment noted. See discussion in Section 4.7.2.3, Mitigation, and Table 5-1 which
discusses the Targhee Forest Plan Management Prescriptions.

18-58

BPA has carefully reviewed the revised Forest Plan prescriptions for areas traversed by the
project. It appears that the project is consistent with the new range of VQOs and ROS
designations. Please refer to Map 25, dated April 1997, of the Forest Plan Revision for Targhee
National Forest, Idaho and Wyoming.

18-59

1. BPA has worked closely with the Forest Service on survey timing and requirements. All
surveys will be conducted per an Interagency Agreement with attached protocols jointly
developed by the Forest Service and BPA in 1997.
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2. Forest Service standards and guidelines would be followed where possible. However,
most of the Forest Service standards and guidelines are oriented toward timber harvest, where
planners have greater latitude to modify harvest units to accommodate threatened and
endangered species. For the transmission project, where site-specific alternatives are more
limited, site-specific management prescriptions may need to be developed in consultation with
the Forest Service to protect nest sites or other sensitive features identified during pre-
construction surveys.

3. BPA agrees, although mitigation does not necessarily require replacement of habitat. For
example, mitigation for a nest site may sometimes be achieved by developing and implementing
a site-specific management plan that takes into account site-specific topography, habitat, and
other conditions in lieu of using the generic standards presented in the revised Forest Plan.

4. BPA would coordinate with the Forest Service regarding this issue during development of
specific clearing plans and site prescriptions. This requirement, if applied to the project without
regard to site-specific conditions, may not be appropriate. For example, many places where
timber would be removed contain only small trees that are far too small to meet the definition of
large woody debris. In addition, some conflicts may arise between leaving large woody debris
for wildlife habitat while trying to meet fire management standards and guidelines. BPA is eager
to maintain wildlife values within its transmission corridors, especially in ways that do not
interfere with safe and reliable operation, such as retention of large woody debris where
appropriate.

5. Please see responses 18-8, 18-9, and 18-12.

6. Comment noted.

7. Comment noted.

18-60

The purpose and need for the Forest Service in Chapter 1 has been combined.
18-61

Please see response 18-18.

18-62

Please see response 18-41.

18-63

Your comment is difficult to respond to without more detail. Existing motorized use is
discussed in Section 3.3.1. Impacts to these resources are discussed in Section 4.3.2.1, along
with the mitigation identified to “coordinate with each Ranger District to develop gating plans
that would promote the types and levels of use desired at each access road.”

18-64

Table 5-1 in Chapter 5 lists all the Targhee Forest Plan Prescriptions on or adjacent to the new
and existing line that could be affected by the line and access roads. The Goals and Objectives,
Standards and Guidelines are summarized and how BPA plans to be consistent with them is
listed.

18-65

Please see response 18-38.
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18-66

The new routes you refer to in the Pine Creek area near the lodge are described in Chapter 2.
Impacts are discussed in Chapter 4.

18-67
Map 11 shows this information.
18-68

The criteria BPA used to categorize impacts on wildlife as high, moderate, low, or none are
outlined in Section 4.9.1 of the FEIS. BPA considers significance based on the CEQ NEPA
regulations, which discuss significance in terms of both context and intensity (40 CFR 1508.27).

In terms of context, the significance of the impact would be confined to the site of action. The
impact is not significant in the context of the region or, on a smaller-scale, the Targhee National
Forest, where less than 31 hectares (77 acres) of forest lost is negligible in terms of the projected
20,520 acres that will be harvested over the next 10 years on the Forest (as projected in the
revised Forest Plan). So, in terms of context, BPA views the loss of conifer forest as localized
and, therefore, does not consider it a “high” level of impact.

In terms of intensity (severity of the impact), the conifer forest that would be lost is a relatively
common habitat type within the watersheds of the project area. In general, an impact on an
exceedingly rare community type, such as one that provides critical habitat for a threatened or
endangered species listed under the Endangered Species Act, is considered significant in terms of
intensity. Please see the CEQ regulations, which outlines 10 criteria to be considered in
evaluating intensity. The impact of forest removal for the Agency Proposed Action does not meet
these criteria (40 CFR 1508.27).

It is true that many sensitive species use coniferous forest, but because this forest type is one
of the most common habitats present within the watersheds where the project would occur, BPA
does not consider this a high intensity impact. Many species referred to in the comment are in
trouble because of changes in forest structure that have occurred from other human influences.
The majority of coniferous forest that would be lost because of the transmission line consists of
dense stands composed of small lodgepole pine, Douglas-fir, and other conifers. This habitat
type is the result of decades of fire suppression that has caused landscape level changes in forest
stand composition and habitat loss for forest dependent species. For instance, much of the
coniferous forest that would be lost as a result of the proposed transmission line is much too
small to be of use to many of the sensitive species referred to in your comment, and much of the
forest is so densely stocked that northern goshawks and flammulated owls would have difficulty
navigating within them.

The cleared right-of-way would still provide wildlife habitat, including habitat for several
sensitive species. For example, northern goshawk and great gray owl are known to forage along
forest clearings. Small mammal populations may be higher as well, partly because food would
be more abundant in the new right-of-way than in the densely stocked forest stands present now.

These factors need to be considered when evaluating the significance of impacts on wildlife
and, in consideration of these factors and the criteria established in the EIS, BPA believes that the
loss of conifer forest does not constitute a “high” level of impact in terms of context and intensity.

The DEIS identified lost production or use of renewable resources, such as timber, as an
irretrievable loss. However, BPA considered the loss not to be irreversible because management
direction could change and return lost lands to producing timber and associated wildlife habitat.
Nevertheless, because of the long-term purpose and need of the project, it is reasonable to
expect that the line would remain indefinitely. Therefore, this impact has now been identified as
an irreversible commitment of resources as well.
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BPA typically mitigates impacts on species listed under the Endangered Species Act or other
unique habitats, such as wetlands. BPA does not typically mitigate impacts on relatively
common habitat types. As stated above, BPA does not believe the loss of coniferous forest
represents a high level of impact.

BPA lists mitigation measures in the FEIS.
18-69

The source of the EIS information relating to fish habitat condition in the Pine Creek
drainage was from a U.S. Forest Service environmental assessment of several grazing
allotments, including grazing allotments in the Pine Creek drainage (U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, 1996a). In discussing fish habitat conditions in the Pine Creek
drainage, the EA states on page 29, paragraph 5, that the “fisheries habitat condition has been
rated poor to fair through these reaches.” Though habitat conditions were rated poor to fair, this
EIS acknowledges that Pine Creek does provide a significant portion of spawning habitat for
Snake River populations of cutthroat trout.

18-70

Information in the EIS relating to beaver activity contributing to sedimentation problems in
the Pine Creek drainage came from the same cattle allotment EA discussed under the response
to Comment 18-69. The Forest Service states on page 29, paragraph 6, that “a short reach just
above North Pine Creek shows an increase in sediment deposition due to a series of beaver
dams.”

The comment regarding sediment problems (i.e., Tie Canyon) is noted. Road upgrades and
new roads would be designed to minimize construction-related and long-term sediment
transport to streams. For instance, after visiting Tie Canyon several times, the Forest Service and
BPA recognized the need to control sediment from entering the creek. The existing bridge
coming off the highway would be used for construction and the road up to Tie Canyon would
be re-rocked. A new bridge would be installed to span the drainage and the alignment of the
road would be altered slightly to bring the road up out of the drainage.

Road access to existing structures already exists for over 80 percent of the line. BPA would
need to construct about 4.5 km (2.8 miles) of new road to access 2.7 km (1.7 miles) of new
road and existing roads within the right-of-way. This includes about four or five new, short
access roads from the main highways. BPA would need to construct about 7.3 km (4.5 miles)
of short spur roads within the right-of-way to site new structures.

Additional site-specific information and analysis of road locations and potential impacts is
provided in Chapters 2 and 4. Existing and proposed new roads are shown in Appendix C.

18-71
Please see response 18-38.
18-72

BPA completed a study of recreation issues along Teton Pass. The potential positive impacts
to yo-yo skiing/snowboarding are in Section 4.3.2.1.

18-73
Please see response 18-16.
18-74

Please see response 18-38.
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18-75

BPA briefly analyzed the alternative of burying the transmission line but dismissed it from
further consideration because of its high cost. This is explained in Section 2.6.5. As you
suggest, BPA has stated the reason for dismissal in the first paragraph of the discussion instead
of waiting to state it in the last paragraph of that section.

18-76

The population of the project area is discussed on page 3-31 and 3-32 of the draft EIS in the
Socioeconomics Section. Specifically Section 3.13.1, Population, discusses the population of
the project area including Teton County. The information for this discussion was obtained from
a number of sources including the U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
1993; the Idaho Department of Employment, Research, and Analysis Bureau, February 1996;
and the Wyoming Department of Administration and Information, Division of Economic
Analysis, 1995. This same information is in the FEIS.

18-77
Please see responses 18-18 and 18-23.

BPA proposes removing trees off the new right of way only where they are diseased or
leaning toward the line and might fall into the line and cause an outage or fire.

18-78

BPA has worked with the Forest Service to identify appropriate mitigation and it is identified
in the FEIS. BPA will develop a Mitigation Action Plan after the Record of Decision as required
by the National Environmental Policy Act and Department of Energy Regulations implementing
NEPA.

18-79
This has been clarified in the FEIS.
18-80

The proposed project would pass through two cattle and two sheep allotments on the
Targhee National Forest. No grazing allotments would be affected on the Bridger-Teton
National Forest. Please see response 18-25.

18-81

BPA would work with the Forest Service to develop the method of tree disposal or removal,
and if merchantable, how the timber is marketed. If it is possible to open up areas for firewood
gathering by the public, clearing would have to be completed in one short summer season and
the right-of-way would need to be left in the best condition possible for construction activity.
BPA would work with all parties to ensure that the appropriate number of trees are removed
from the right-of-way to lessen visual and erosion impacts. If trees are removed commercially
during a timber sale, the activity would be coordinated with affected parties so as not to
interfere with the general clearing contractor.

18-82
The text in the FEIS has been revised.
18-83

The text in the FEIS has been revised. Surveys will be completed in 1998.
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18-84

BPA has worked closely with the Forest Service on survey timing and requirements. All
surveys will be conducted per an Interagency Agreement with attached protocols jointly
developed by the Forest Service and BPA in 1997.

18-85
Please see response 18-84.
BPA will send the biological evaluation to the Forest Service for their review.

BPA received a memo from the Forest Service dated September 11, 1997 that drops the date
of July 15 as to when ground disturbing activities could begin.

Forest Service Standards and Guidelines would be followed where possible. BPA has not
completed all surveys yet but anticipates that if nests are found, all Forest Service Standards and
Guidelines for certain nesting species will not be met. Most of the Forest Service Standards and
Guidelines are oriented toward timber harvest, where planners have greater latitude to modify
harvest units to accommodate species. For transmission lines, where site-specific alternatives
are more limited, site-specific management prescriptions (in lieu of using the generic standards
presented in the revised Forest Plan) that take into account site-specific topography, habitat, and
other conditions may be more appropriate and may need to be developed in consultation with
the Forest Service to protect nest sites or other sensitive features identified during pre-
construction surveys.

As per the Interagency Agreement detailing wildlife surveys, GPS will not be used in the
survey. Locations will be identified on maps provided by the Forest Service.

Site-specific mitigation if required will be determined by BPA and the Forest Service in
conjunction with other interested parties.

18-86
Please see response 18-18.

In general, an additional 12 m (40 feet) of new right-of-way would be needed for a new
parallel line. Clearing outside this area would only be done where trees are diseased or leaning
towards the line and are tall enough to possibly fall into the conductor and cause an outage or
fire.

18-87
This information has been added to Section 2.1.4.
18-88

The text has been revised in the FEIS. Also, snowmobiling is described under motorized
recreation in Section 3.3.1.

18-89

The specific requirements for gates, including allowing passage for horses, bikes, etc., would
be determined by BPA and the Forest Service at each site.

18-90

Please see response JPM-44. This will be done.
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18-91

The purpose of this project is to provide better, more reliable, service to Lower Valley’s service
territory. The primary intent was not focused to improve service to Fall River’s service territory,
which includes Teton Valley, Idaho.

The Agency Proposed Action and the Single-Circuit Alternative would not provide obvious
benefits to Fall River. However, for certain outages and after crews have had time to open and
close certain switches and breakers, Fall River would experience slightly better voltages on their
system.

The Short Line Alternative that includes development of a new switching station would offer
the most benefit to Fall River. There would be fewer unplanned outages due to faults on the
existing Swan Valley-Teton line and the Goshen-Drummond line.

The SVC alternative would not provide significant benefits to Fall River. Fall River would have
slightly better voltages for certain outages, specifically the Palisades-Snake River 115-kV line
outage or the Swan Valley-Teton 115-kV line outage.

19-1

BPA granted a 30-day extension of the Draft EIS public comment period to the Lake Creek Il
Homeowners and those groups they chose to involve. The public comment period closed
September 11, 1997.

21-1
BPA placed Mr. Speyer on the mail list and sent him the requested information.
22-1

BPA granted the 30-day extension of the Draft EIS public comment period to the Lake Creek I
Homeowners and those groups they chose to involve. BPA understood that Teton County was
one of the groups that Lake Creek 1l Homeowners intended to involve. The public comment
period closed September 11, 1997.

23-1

Please see response 11-1.

23-2

Please see response 11-2. Also, restrictions are mentioned in Chapter 4.
23-3

Additional information regarding deer, elk, and moose winter range has been added to the
FEIS in response to your comment. About 24 km (15 miles) of the 58 km (36 mile) line, or 41
percent, is within winter range. Please note that the Wildlife Report (now Appendix G) has not
been revised because it is included as a background report and not as a replacement for the FEIS.
As a matter of efficiency, BPA is responding to public comments directly in the FEIS and not in
the background material used to develop the DEIS.

23-4

Your concerns were addressed in the DEIS, which noted that wintering deer, elk, and moose
could be disturbed by construction noise and activity in the Swan Valley and Jackson areas
(pages 4-55), as well as potentially disturbed by recreationists using new access roads created by
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the project. BPA concurs with IDGF that this could be a significant impact and, therefore, this
topic was addressed in the EIS. BPA also concurs that this impact is avoidable and identified
appropriate mitigation in the DEIS and FEIS.

There would be no construction during the crucial period of November 15 and April 30 in
delineated deer/elk winter range.

23-5

Where the Forest Plan directs limiting motorized vehicles, BPA would coordinate with the
Forest Service on gates for roads.

BPA's maintenance crews and the Forest Service meet on a regular basis in Idaho Falls to
discuss ongoing and upcoming maintenance needs and activities. BPA invites the IDFG to
contact the Targhee National Forest or BPA maintenance crews in Idaho Falls to become
involved in those meetings.

Because of the short construction window, construction activities need to take place after
August 30 until the weather makes these activities impossible. BPA can work with agencies to
schedule certain activities at certain times or in certain locations to try and avoid the fall big
game hunts.

23-6

Comment noted. Option D uses double-circuit structures and is now the preferred route
through Pine Creek.

23-7

All streams that have been identified as critical to fish would be crossed either by bridge or
appropriately designed culvert. Fish passages would not be blocked or impeded.

23-8

BPA would reseed disturbed sites with an appropriate seed mixture as recommended by the
Forest Service.

23-9

There is much debate about the distinction of forms of Yellowstone cutthroat trout. Forest
Service biologists indicated that Yellowstone cutthroat present in streams along the project are
the fine-spotted form. However, we have changed the text in the FEIS to Yellowstone cutthroat
(the fine-spotted form).

23-10
Please see response 18-18.

The amount of timberland that would be removed has been revised. The new figure is 25
hectares (62 acres) and includes timber removed for an additional average 40 feet of new right-
of-way. About 6 hectares (15 acres) will be removed for new access roads off right-of-way. All
spur roads would be within the additional 40 feet of new right-of-way and would average about
100 feet in length. Map 9 shows vegetation crossed by the line. In addition to timberland,
agricultural land, mountain brush, and grass brush forb and sage would be disturbed.

23-11

Neither the Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 nor other
federal laws governing BPA require the full mitigation for lost habitat sought by this comment.
Section 4(h)(10)(A) of the Act directs BPA to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife
affected by the construction and operation of the federal hydroelectric dams in the Columbia

6-92
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River Basin. 16 U.S.C. 839b(h)(10)(A). Mitigation for transmission projects was not required in
the Act. Even if such mitigation is proposed in the Northwest Power Planning Council’s
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, BPA is guided, not directed, by the Council and
can choose not to implement this measure. If IDFG submits this project to the Council’s regional
prioritization process and it is recommended for funding by the Council, BPA could consider
funding it as part of the BPA fish and wildlife budget in the 1996 Fish Budget Memorandum of
Agreement.

23-12

See Section 4.9.2.2 for wildlife mitigation. Mitigation includes no construction during winter
in big game winter range (from November 15 to April 30), using marker devises on the
transmission line in critical avian flight paths, minimizing new road construction, and following
Forest Plans on road closures to motorized vehicles at any time of the year. Also, paralleling the
existing transmission line would minimize the amount of critical habitat lost.

For more information, please see response 23-11.
24-1
BPA appreciates the information the Trumpeter Swan Society has provided.

Your comment states that Appendix D in the DEIS (now Appendix G in the FEIS) contains
inaccuracies. BPA compared your description of trumpeter swans in the project area with the
appendix and did not find the discussion to differ significantly from yours. Most of the
information presented in your letter was collected since the appendix was prepared. This
information was regarding trumpeter swan activity in the region and outside the area of the
project’s influence, and although appreciated, the information was not included in the FEIS.

The primary concern regarding the project and its consequences on trumpeter swans are (1)
disturbance of nesting trumpeter swans and (2) the potential for trumpeter swans to fly into lines.
Because the additional information you provided did not identify any nest sites that may be
disturbed or any new information regarding collisions, BPA did not see a need to revise
information in the DEIS.

24-2
Please see response 24-1.
24-3
Please see response 24-1.
24-4
Please see response 24-1.
24-5
Please see response 24-1.
24-6
Please see response 24-1.
24-7

Section 3.10.2 in the FEIS references the use of Pine Creek as a likely travel corridor for
trumpeter swans.

24-8

Please see response 24-1.
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24-9

BPA addressed concerns regarding potential trumpeter swan collisions with the new
transmission line by proposing that marker balls be installed as you recommended. Marker
devices would be used in critical avian flight paths. BPA would work with the Forest Service,
IDFG, and the WGF to explore using different marker devices, including marker balls.

25-1

At the July 24 meeting with the Lake Creek Il Homeowners Association, BPA agreed to
provide visual simulations of the existing condition at Teton Substation, the overhead option,
and the 22 m (400 ft.) underground option into Teton Substation. These simulations were given
to the Homeowners via Rick Knori at Lower Valley Power and Light. They were also sent to the
Homeowner’s Association. BPA did not agree to provide models or specifications. Cost
estimates for the alternatives are in the DEIS and FEIS. The July 24 meeting was taped by the
Homeowners and BPA requested a copy of the tape from the Homeowners to clarify what was
agreed to. BPA has not received a copy of the tape from the Homeowner’s Association.

26-1

The text has been changed in the FEIS.

27-1

Please see responses 27-8, 27-9, 27-11, 27-12, 27-13, 27-17 to 27-29.
27-2

Please see responses 27-8, 27-12 to 27-16.

27-3
Please see responses 27-9, 27-15, 27-17 to 27-21.
27-4
Please see responses 27-21, 27-23, 27-24, 27-25.
27-5

Please see responses 27-7 to 27-29.
27-6
Please see responses 27-7 to 27-29.
27-7
Please see responses 27-8 to 27-29.
27-8

You are correct. Relocation of Teton Substation was not considered in the Draft EIS. It is
now included in the FEIS in Section 4.2.2.2 as visual mitigation considered but not preferred.

27-9

The FEIS discussions on noise impacts, EMF, visual impacts, and property values are in
Sections 4.5.3, 4.5.2, 4.2.2, and 4.12.2.7, respectively. The FEIS also discusses opportunities to
minimize impacts in these areas.

Noise: BPA would design the SVC to meet Teton County and Town of Jackson standards. A
new line would not create additional noise so no mitigation is offered.

6-94
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EMF: None of the transmission line alternatives are expected to increase the magnetic field
environment at the residences near Teton Substation. This is because any new equipment
additions (which are similar to existing equipment within the substation) would be located at
the far side of the substation away from the residences. Since magnetic fields decrease rapidly
with distance, contributions to residences from these new sources would be substantially less
than the contributions from the existing transmission line and substation equipment, which are
located much closer to residences.

If the SVC alternative is selected, the specialized SVC equipment would result in an
additional, and somewhat unique, magnetic field source within Teton or Jackson substations.
While BPA has no specific magnetic field information available related to the 115-kV SVC
equipment proposed for this project, BPA's experience with 500-kV SVC equipment suggests
the fields could be a much larger contributor to the magnetic field environment within the
substation fence than the standard equipment associated with the transmission line alternatives
or existing facilities. Increases to nearby residences are therefore possible, and the amount of
any potential increase at either site would depend on the design, location and operating modes
of the SVC equipment. Like the transmission line alternatives, the SVC is proposed to be
located on the far side of the substation away from residences (see Figure 2-7.)

Visuals: Visual mitigation is identified in Section 4.2.2.2. BPA has identified as its preferred
mitigation to design and implement a landscaping plan and use the landscaping plan prepared
by Verdone Landscaping Architects and submitted by the Lake Creek Il Homeowners
Association during scoping to aid in that effort.

Property Values: New land rights needed across private landowners’ property for
transmission line right-of-way or access roads would be acquired as easements. New land
rights needed for the switching station (Short Line Alternative) or the SVC Alternative at Jackson
would be acquired in fee. Landowners would be offered fair market value for the easements or
fee acquisitions established through the appraisal process.

The appraisal process takes all factors affecting property value into consideration including
the impact of the transmission lines on property value. It may also reference studies conducted
on similar properties to add support to valuation considerations. The strength of any appraisal
is dependent on the individual analysis of the property, using neighborhood and specific market
data to estimate fair market value.

BPA does not predict long-term adverse effects on property values along the existing right-of-
way.

27-10

In the early planning stages of this project, BPA did a cost/benefit studies of the alternatives.
These analyses were focused primarily on business objectives, though societal costs are
factored into the equation. These studies allowed BPA to choose which alternatives to analyze
further.

If a transmission line is built, as load continues to grow in the Jackson area, the whole
community would benefit. Blackouts would be prevented and the financial and social
disruption they can cause would not occur. All members of the community who use electricity
would benefit, so the entire community would pay for this facility through electricity rates.

It is very difficult for BPA to get right-of-way for a new transmission facility. BPA prefers to
build next to existing facilities whenever possible. BPA built Teton Substation in 1968, locating
it well away from neighborhoods. Since that time, property owners have chosen to buy and
build homes next to the transmission line and substation.
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As the Jackson area grows, additional infrastructure will be needed. For example, one part of
town may need to accommodate a new sewage facility or trash transfer station, another may
need to accommodate a new or upgraded transmission facility or road expansion. Property
owners near or next to these facilities may experience direct impacts. Others that live away from
the facility may experience indirect impacts. BPA and Lower Valley have allocated money to
mitigate impacts. While this money originates from all ratepayers, property owners immediately
surrounding Teton Substation, for example, would benefit the most, if not solely, from mitigation
at Teton Substation.

27-11

You are correct. At the time the DEIS was distributed, BPA had not identified specific actions
to mitigate for impacts around Teton Substation. The FEIS now identifies more specific
mitigation.

27-12

Please see response 27-8. Also, consideration of underground technology is in Section 2.6.5.
It is also included as mitigation considered for visual impacts near Teton Substation but not
preferred in Chapter 4.

27-13

Please see response 27-8. Because of its extremely high cost, relocation of the substation is
not feasible.

27-14

Undergrounding the last 1-2 miles of transmission line from Fish Creek Road to Teton
Substation was not considered as an alternative by itself in the Draft EIS but it was discussed as
part of Burying the Transmission Line in Section 2.6.5 of the Draft EIS. The discussion identified
the cost of burying a transmission line in flat agricultural land with deep soils and few outcrops,
similar to the terrain found in the last 1-2 miles of transmission line from Fish Creek Road to
Teton Substation.

BPA has now identified undergrounding the transmission line from Fish Creek Road to Teton
Substation as mitigation in Section 4.2.2.2. New estimates have been done and the cost of
undergrounding a single-circuit line is $1,300,000 - $2,900,000. Putting both circuits
underground would cost about $2,600,000 - $5,300,000. These estimates do not include any
costs for land. Because of the high cost, BPA has not identified undergrounding the line to be a
preferred mitigation for visual impacts.

27-15

Overhead termination of the line is described in Section 2.1.5 of the Final EIS. The remaining
options are now identified as mitigation, although not preferred, in Chapter 4. These alternatives
and others suggested as mitigation for visual impacts are listed and briefly described in
Chapter 4.

27-16

The Underground Termination Option in the DEIS is now identified in the FEIS as mitigation,
although not preferred. Because of its high cost and limited ability to mitigate for visual impacts,
BPA prefers to implement a landscaping plan rather than undergrounding the line. The cost for
undergrounding the line into the substation would not be unconditionally committed to the
Homeowners for their use.
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BPA will document its final decision regarding the alternatives in the Record of Decision.
BPA will make its decision based on the input from Lake Creek Il through the public
involvement process and other public comment. BPA is not familiar with the “Teton Substation
Mitigation Action Plan.” BPA will prepare a Mitigation Action Plan as required by Department
of Energy guidelines and procedures implementing NEPA following the Record of Decision. If
a line alternative is chosen, the plan will describe mitigation that will be implemented across
the entire project, including Teton Substation. If the SVC Alternative is chosen and placed at
Teton Substation, the mitigation action plan would focus mostly, if not entirely on the area
surrounding Teton Substation.

27-17
Please see response 27-9.
27-18

Concerning the questions related to substation noise, please refer to sections 3.5.2.2 and
4.5.3.3 in the EIS and responses JPM-54 and 55.

Quantitative magnetic field analyses for substations are complex, expensive, and time
consuming, and were therefore not attempted for this project. However, none of the
transmission line alternatives are expected to increase the magnetic field environment at the
residences near Teton Substation. This is because any new equipment additions (which are
similar to existing equipment within the substation) would be located at the far side (west side)
of the substation away from the residences. Since magnetic fields decrease rapidly with
distance, contributions to the residences from these new sources would be substantially less
then the contributions from the already existing transmission line and substation equipment,
which are located much closer.

However, if the SVC alternative is selected, the specialized SVC equipment would result in
an additional, and somewhat unique, magnetic field source within Teton or Jackson substations.
While BPA has no specific magnetic field information available related to the 115-kV SVC
equipment proposed for this project, BPA’s experience with 500-kV SVC equipment suggests
the fields could be a much larger contributor to the magnetic field environment within the
substation fence than that from the standard equipment associated with the transmission line
alternatives or existing facilities. Increases to nearby residences are therefore possible, and the
amount of any potential increase at either site would depend on the design, location and
operating modes of the SVC equipment. Like the transmission line alternatives, the SVC is
proposed to be located on the far side of the substation away from residences. This is shown in
Figure 2-7.

BPA is required to conduct environmental analysis on all reasonable alternatives. If an
alternative is considered unreasonable, BPA will dismiss it from further consideration without
conducting detailed environmental analysis.

27-19
Comment noted. Please see response 27-20.
27-20

As stated in Appendix L, new land rights needed across private landowners’ property for
transmission line right-of-way or access roads would be acquired as easements. New land
rights needed for the switching station (Short Line Alternative) or the SVC Alternative at Jackson
would be acquired in fee. Landowners would be offered fair market value for the easements or
fee acquisitions established through the appraisal process.
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The appraisal process takes all factors affecting property value into consideration including
the impact of the transmission lines on property value. It may also reference studies conducted
on similar properties to add support to valuation considerations. The strength of any appraisal is
dependent on the individual analysis of the property, using neighborhood and specific market
data to estimate fair market value.

27-21

A discussion of visual impacts is in Section 4.2.2.1. A discussion of property values is in
Section 4.12.2.7 and Appendix L (Appendix G in the DEIS). A discussion of mitigation
alternatives for visual impacts is in Section 4.2.2.2. A new landscaping plan that incorporates
the landscaping plan prepared by Verdone Landscaping Architects during scoping is identified as
preferred mitigation for visual impacts. BPA does not believe that long-term impacts to property
values would occur.

27-22

BPA’s course of action is consistent with the level of relevant science and consistent with its
EMF strategy which states ...”Transmission facilities would consider EMF as an important factor
with other design and siting factors for new and upgraded transmission facilities. BPA would
take reasonable low-cost steps to minimize field exposure for these facilities while taking into
account operation and maintenance considerations.”

27-23

You are correct. At the time the DEIS was distributed, BPA had not identified specific actions
to mitigate for impacts around Teton Substation that would be caused by this proposal. BPA has
now proposed to develop and implement a landscaping plan to mitigate for visual impacts
around Teton Substation. This plan will incorporate the landscaping plan prepared by Verdone
Landscaping Architects during scoping and submitted by Lake Creek Il to BPA during scoping.

27-24

At the time the DEIS was distributed, Lake Creek Il had verbally accepted the $60,000 offer
made by BPA to mitigate for impacts caused by past additions in 1994 and 1995 at Teton
Substation. BPA assumed that landscaping would be planted in spring and early summer 1997,
hence the wording in the DEIS. After DEIS distribution, Lake Creek Il informed BPA they would
not accept the offer, making BPA’s reference to landscaping in the DEIS completely inaccurate as
noted. Since submitting comment letter 27, Lake Creek || Homeowners accepted the $60,000
offer with an attachment to the contract listing certain provisions. BPA was not able to accept
those provisions and could not sign the contract. BPA has now proposed as preferred mitigation
to develop and implement a landscaping plan to mitigate for visual impacts around Teton
Substation. This plan will incorporate the landscaping plan prepared by Verdone Associates
during scoping and submitted by Lake Creek Il to BPA during scoping.

Because the 1994 and 1995 additions to Teton Substation were previously covered under the
National Environmental Policy Act process and BPA is now proposing as its preferred mitigation
to develop and implement a landscaping plan to mitigate for visual impacts around Teton
Substation, there is no need to mention the 1994 and 1995 additions in the Final EIS.

27-25

As stated in Chapter 4, BPA recognizes a potential for moderate or high impact to residences
surrounding Teton Substation. Snow piles are not mentioned anywhere in Chapter 4 in the
discussion of impacts or mitigation.
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Snow piles created from the clearing of snow from residential streets are mentioned in
Chapter 3, Affected Environment. This chapter is meant to describe the environment that may
be affected by the project. Chapter 3 does not describe impacts or mitigation.

27-26

If the SVC is chosen to meet the need for this project, a full design of the facility would be
done. Designs that mitigate for noise would be done to meet Town of Jackson and Teton
County noise regulations. BPA recognizes that the specialized SVC equipment would result in
an additional, and somewhat unique, magnetic field source within Teton or Jackson substations.
While BPA has no specific magnetic field information available related to the 115-kV SVC
equipment proposed for this project, BPA's experience with 500-kV SVC equipment suggests
the fields could be a much larger contributor to the magnetic field environment within the
substation fence than that from the standard equipment associated with the transmission line
alternatives or existing facilities. Increases to nearby residences are therefore possible, and the
amount of any potential increase at either site would depend on the design, location and
operating modes of the SVC equipment. Like the transmission line alternatives, the SVC is
proposed to be located on the far side of the substation away from residences. This is shown in
Figure 2-7.

27-27

Comment noted. The SVC is not the Agency Proposed Action. Teton Substation remains the
preferred site for the SVC Alternative.

27-28
Comment noted. Please see responses 27-1 to 27-27.
27-29

BPA has responded to the Freedom of Information Act request from the Lake Creek Il
Homeowners Association. In a letter from BPA to the Homeowners dated September 19, 1997,
BPA agrees to provide the Homeowners with information after they have agreed to pay for their
request and have clarified their request for BPA. Lake Creek Il Homeowners have not
responded to this letter.

BPA did grant a 30-day DEIS public comment period extension to Lake Creek I
Homeowners and those they chose to involve which ended on September 11, 1997.
Unfortunately, BPA cannot grant another extension of the DEIS public comment period because
of the need to keep the process on schedule.

28-1

The studies for the impact of transmission lines on property values did include properties
adjacent to substations, but the impact to these specific properties was not isolated in these
studies.

Although these studies were not located in the Jackson area, any new land rights (either
easements or fee acquisitions) that need to be acquired would follow the appraisal process
identified in Appendix L using local area data.

28-2

The “Summary of Biological and Epidemiological Studies Relating to EMF” in Appendix D of
the EIS is intended to summarize briefly the large body of research on EMF. As indicated in the
Appendix, much more detailed information can be found in two BPA publications: Electrical
and Biological Effects of Transmission Lines: A Review (1996), and Electric Power Lines:
Questions and Answers on Research into Health Effects (1995). These publications are
available upon request. BPA believes this information adequately summarizes the research
related to EMF health concerns.
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BPA also believes reasonable low-cost steps have been taken to minimize EMF exposure to
residences near Teton Substation. New equipment additions for the alternatives (including the
Agency Proposed Action) would be installed at the far side of the substation away from the
residences.

For more information, please see response 27-18.
28-3

Utility infrastructure was added at Teton Substation in 1994 and 1995. In 1994, BPA
installed a 115-kV line terminal addition, and installed two capacitor groups in 1995. Because
these additions were installed within previously developed areas (inside the substation yard),
BPA determined that these actions complied with Section 1021.410 of the Department of
Energy National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations (April 24, 1992) and were
categorically excluded from further NEPA review and documentation. A copy of this
documentation and pertinent sections of the regulations were sent at their request as an
attachment to a letter to the Lake Creek Il Homeowners Association dated June 12, 1996.

BPA analyzed and identified the environmental impacts of the proposal on the surrounding
natural and urban environment. Environmental impacts are determined by resource specialists
who analyze present conditions with proposed changes as described in each of the alternatives.
For example, at Teton Substation the specialists analyzed the present condition, which includes
the additions described above and proposed changes. BPA also recognizes that its proposed
actions do have cumulative impacts on the surrounding natural and urban environment.
Discussions of these impacts are found in the resource sections. As you point out, the
cumulative impact discussion for land use is in Section 4.1.2.3. To help mitigate for the low,
moderate, or high impacts, as well as cumulative impacts identified in the resource sections,
BPA has identified and listed mitigation in each resource section.

28-4

At this time, BPA is not aware of any reasonably foreseeable plans to expand Teton
Substation. Though BPA does recognize that each of the alternatives include future planning
actions (see Chapter 2), those actions are highly dependent on many uncertainties: future load
growth, advances in technology, energy conversion to renewable resources, future customer
needs, etc. (see Section 1.7.1). It is possible they may not occur when predicted. The EIS
recognizes that these future planning actions are outside the scope of this EIS and would be
studied in more depth later if they became less speculative. Potential impacts would likely be
studied in subsequent environmental documents.

The Agency Proposed Action would be built to solve a reliability problem (specifically
voltage instability) caused by present demands on the system, and would create additional
capacity. This capacity, combined with other infrastructure needed for development, could
accommodate residential and commercial expansion. Section 4.12.2.10 has been added to the
Socioeconomic resource section to recognize potential cumulative impacts from residential and
commercial development.

28-5

You are correct. The DEIS incorrectly characterized a landscaping plan. At the time the
DEIS was distributed, Lake Creek Il had verbally accepted the $60,000 offer made by BPA to
mitigate for impacts caused by past additions in 1994 and 1995 at Teton Substation. BPA
assumed that landscaping would be planted in spring and early summer 1997, hence the
wording in the DEIS. After BPA distributed the DEIS, Lake Creek Il informed BPA they would
not accept the offer. Since submitting comment letter 27, Lake Creek Il Homeowners again

6-100



Chapter 6 — Comments and Responses

accepted the $60,000 offer (this time in writing) with an attachment to their letter of acceptance
listing certain new provisions. The suggested new provisions were unacceptable to BPA. BPA has
now proposed to develop and implement a landscaping plan to mitigate for visual impacts
around Teton Substation. This plan will incorporate the landscaping plan prepared by Verdone
Landscaping Architects during scoping and submitted by Lake Creek Il to BPA during scoping.

Please also see response 28-3.
28-6
BPA believes that design and placement of new structures would help mitigate visual impacts.

As stated in response 28-5, BPA has now proposed to develop and implement a landscaping
plan to mitigate for visual impacts around Teton Substation. This plan will incorporate the
landscaping plan prepared by Verdone Landscaping Architects during scoping and submitted by
Lake Creek Il to BPA during scoping.

28-7
Please see response 27-25.
28-8

BPA does recognize that some short-term adverse impacts on property value and salability
along the proposed new ROW may occur on individual properties. However, these impacts are
highly variable, individualized, and not predictable. BPA does not expect overall long-term
adverse effects on property values along the existing ROW and therefore did not recommend any
mitigation.

BPA recognizes that the state of scientific evidence relating to EMF has not yet established a
cause-and-effect relationship between electric or magnetic fields and adverse health effects. As
stated in response 28-2, BPA believes reasonable low-cost steps have been taken to minimize
EMF exposure to residences near Teton Substation. This is done by locating the new equipment
additions for the transmission line alternatives (including the Agency Proposed Action) at the far
side of the substation away from the residences. For more information, please see response 27-
18.

28-9

BPA thoroughly analyzed all reasonable alternatives identified in Chapter 2. Other
alternatives were considered and eliminated from detailed consideration (see Section 2.6). As
you correctly state, conservation was considered, but was eliminated because the amount of
conservation savings is too low to meet the need for this project. BPA, through Lower Valley, has
accomplished 3.305 average megawatts of conservation savings. These savings most likely
helped delay the need for this project in the past but growth in the Jackson area has been too
great for present conservation efforts to keep up with demand.

BPA no longer provides conservation funding to Lower Valley, but Lower Valley is working
with the Town of Jackson Building Department to develop building codes that include
conservation measures such as insulation in buildings.

BPA is confident that as conservation technology improves and Jackson residents choose to
spend more money to implement these technologies, Lower Valley would help find the best ways
to integrate the technology into the community and possibly delay the need for future projects of
this size. However, such measures would not replace the need for this project.

28-10

Please see response 27-14.
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29-1

1. Relocation of the Teton Substation is identified as mitigation to lessen visual impacts, but
it is not preferred. It is described in Section 4.2.2.2.

2. Undergrounding the existing and new transmission lines into Teton Substation is
identified as mitigation, although not preferred, to lessen visual impacts. It is described in
Section 4.2.2.2.

3. Using low profile equipment at Teton Substation that reduces the height and girth of the
substation is identified as mitigation, although not preferred, to lessen visual impacts. It is
described in Section 4.2.2.2.

4. Please see response 29-1, #3.

5. BPA has added more information on noise in Sections 3.5.2 and 4.5.3 and included a
noise report as Appendix E.

29-2

Please see response 29-1, #1.

29-3

Please see response 29-1, #2 and #3.
29-4

Please see response 29-1, #3.

If the SVC Alternative is chosen, a site-specific plan would be prepared that includes
appropriate mitigation. BPA recognizes that the SVC would be an additional noise source at
either substation. BPA would design the SVC to meet Town of Jackson and Teton County noise
regulations. BPA cannot agree at this time that housing the SVC in an enclosed structure would
minimize visual impacts and effectively eliminate noise impacts to the surrounding areas. Until
BPA does a full design of the facility and determines the final location, specifications, and
operating modes of the equipment, appropriate detailed mitigation cannot be determined.

29-5

Appendix G in the DEIS (now Appendix L in the FEIS) of the DEIS contained results of a
study entitled Residential Property Values along BPA Transmission Lines, that BPA completed in
1995. The -1.05% to 1.46% information contained in this report reflects property value
decreases or increases reported in the Portland, Vancouver, and Seattle areas. BPA was not
making any comparisons to the Jackson area.

The studies for the impact of transmission lines on property values did include properties
adjacent to substations, but the impact to these specific properties was not isolated in these
studies.

Any new land rights (either easements or fee acquisitions) that need to be acquired would
follow the appraisal process identified in Appendix L using local area data.

29-6
Comment noted. Please see response 29-1.
29-7

Comment noted.
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29-8

Comment noted. Please see responses 29-1 and 29-3.
29-9

Comment noted. Please see responses 28-3 and 29-5.
30-1

Please see responses 27-1 to 27-6.

31-1

Mitigation that potentially lessens the visual impacts to the area surrounding Teton
Substation is now included in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.2. Reducing the superstructure of Teton
Substation and undergrounding the last 122 m (400 feet) of transmission line into Teton
Substation are included as mitigation, although not preferred.

31-2

Please see response 28-3. BPA has identified mitigation for visual impacts. The landscaping
plan is identified as BPA's preferred mitigation alternative to lessen the visual impacts
surrounding Teton Substation.

31-3

BPA will prepare a Mitigation Action Plan as required by the Department of Energy
Guidelines implementing NEPA following the Record of Decision. If a line alternative is
chosen, the plan will describe mitigation that will be implemented across the entire project,
including Teton Substation. If the SVC Alternative is chosen and placed at Teton Substation, the
mitigation action plan would focus mostly, if not entirely, on the area surrounding Teton
Substation.

BPA has now proposed as its preferred mitigation to develop and implement a landscaping
plan to mitigate for visual impacts around Teton Substation. This plan will incorporate the
landscaping plan prepared by Verdone Landscaping Architecture during scoping and submitted
by Lake Creek Il to BPA during scoping.

31-4

Undergrounding the new and existing line from Fish Creek Road into Teton Substation is
identified as mitigation, although not preferred, in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.2.

31-5

Undergrounding the last 123 m (400 feet) of transmission line into Teton Substation is now
identified as mitigation, although not preferred, in the FEIS in Section 4.2.2.2. Visual
simulations of the existing condition, the overhead approach into the substation and an
underground approach are included in Appendix M.

31-6

On July 24, 1997, BPA met with several members of the Lake Creek Il Homeowners
Association at Lower Valley’s offices. BPA agreed to provide visual simulations of the existing
condition, and the overhead and underground line termination options. BPA did not agree to
provide models or specifications. Cost estimates for the different alternatives are already given
in the EIS. Lake Creek Il Homeowners taped the meeting and BPA requested a copy of the tape
to confirm the items requested and what agreements were made. BPA has not received a copy
of the tape from the Homeowners.
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BPA cannot grant another extension of the comment period due to the demands of the
schedule. BPA did grant a 30-day DEIS public comment period extension to Lake Creek I
Homeowners and those they chose to involve which ended on September 11, 1997.

32-1

Please see responses 27-1 to 27-6.
33-1

Comment noted.

34-1

Please see response 27-10.

34-2

BPA has responded to Lake Creek Il Homeowners’ and Diane Connolly’s comments. Please
refer to responses from comment letters 27 and 28. BPA has answered all comments
thoroughly and has made appropriate changes in the FEIS.

34-3

BPA believes that it has been very responsive to the Lake Creek Il Homeowners Association.
As required by NEPA, BPA conducted four public scoping meetings in May 1996 and two
public comment meetings on the Draft EIS in July 1997. Lake Creek Il Homeowners attended
the Jackson meetings. In addition, since June 1995, members of the BPA project team have met
with the Homeowners on eight separate occasions. The Forest Service met with a
representative from the Homeowners once. Lower Valley has met with the Homeowners on six
separate occasions (not including the meetings together with BPA). In addition to meetings,
BPA extended the DEIS public comment period an additional 30 days to the Lake Creek Il
Homeowners and those groups they chose to involve. After the FEIS is issued and before the
Administrator makes a final decision, there is a 30-day no-action period.

BPA, Lower Valley, and the Forest Service have phoned, and received and responded to
correspondence from the Lake Creek Il Homeowners.

BPA has reviewed all correspondence from Lake Creek II Homeowners and believes it has
provided feedback on all issues raised by responding verbally in various meetings or phone
conversations, through written correspondence, and through the Draft and Final EIS’s.

34-4
Please see response 27-14.
34-5

BPA has now identified three mitigation alternatives that reduce the height and girth of Teton
Substation in Section 4.2.2.2. The structures in these new designs would be less than 16 m (54
feet). Cost estimates done for these alternatives do not make their implementation by BPA
likely. BPA has identified landscaping as the preferred mitigation for visual impacts around
Teton Substation. BPA cannot combine the landscaping mitigation with other mitigation
because costs become prohibitive.

34-6

All mitigation that may help lessen the visual impacts to the area surrounding Teton
Substation are included in each transmission line alternative. Landscaping around Teton
Substation is identified as the preferred way to mitigate for visual impacts.
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34-7

The SVC Alternative is a reasonable alternative that meets the need for the project and cannot
be eliminated from further consideration. It is not the Agency Proposed Action.

34-8

BPA has identified cumulative impacts for each alternative in each resource area. Please refer
to those sections in Chapter 4. Mitigation is also included in Chapter 4.

34-9
Please see responses 34-1 to 34-8.
34-10

BPA is working hard to achieve this end guided by its environmental, financial, and technical
requirements and responsibilities.

35-1
Please see responses to comment letters 27 and 28.
37-1

BPA has identified landscaping as the preferred mitigation for visual impacts around Teton
Substation.

37-2

Please see response 37-1. BPA has hired Verdone Landscaping Architecture to develop a
landscaping plan to lessen the visual impacts around Teton Substation.

37-3

Costs for landscaping and minimizing the height of Teton Substation are now included in
Chapter 4.

Construction is scheduled for the year 2000, although this could be accelerated by
information gathered from field surveys and review. Any changes to Teton Substation would be
done at that time. Implementation of a landscaping plan would be coordinated with landowners
affected by the proposed changes at Teton Substation.

37-4

Please see response 27-14.
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